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PREFACE 


1 / 1 / HILE writing my thesis for Ph. D. and surveying 
^ the history and development of the conception of 
Aksara Brahman, I hit upon certain passages in the Brahmasutra 
which I tried to interpret independently of any commentator. 
I showed the interpretation to my Professor Dr. Schrader who, 
after comparing the same with those of Thibaut and Beussen, 
not only accepted it as a part of my thdsis, but advised me 
to write a critical interpretation of the entire Brahmasutra 
after my return to India. Accordingly I prepared an interpretation 
of Bra. Su. III. 2 and sent the typescript to Professors Dr. 
S. N. Dasgupta ( Calcutta ) and M. Hiriyanna ( Mysore ) and 
discussed it personally with Prof. R. D. Ranade ( Allahabad ) 
and the late Dr. A. B. Dhruva, who was then Pro-Vice^ 
Chancellor of the Benares Hindu University. All these 
distinguished authorities encouraged me in my undertaking, 
remarking in general that my conclusions were ‘ reasonable ’ 
and my interpretation was ‘ plausible ’. This was their opinion 
about only a very small part of the work, which I could prepare 
during my leisure hours along with my college duties. But 
for writing down my views on a sufBciently large portion of 
the Brahmasutra, I thought I should work under the guidance 
of one of the above-mentioned scholars. I, therefore, applied 
to the Bombay University for a research grant, which was 
kindly sanctioned. For a similar encouragement and for leave 
on duty for six months, in 1935-36, I approached the late Sir P. 
D. Pattani, the President of the State Council, Bhavnagar State, 
on whose recommendation the Bhavnagar Darbar generously 
granted my request. Dr. Dasgupta whom I first approached for 
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guidance had to sail for Europe. The late Dr. Dhruva 
happened that very term to retire from Pro-Vice-Chancellorship 
of the Benares Hindu UniTersity and on my request he asked 
me to immediately go to Ahmedabad, promising to work ifrith 
me two hours a day during my stay with him. The of 

all this is the present book on the Brcthmasutra. 

JDuring these six months of my stay with the late 
Dr. Dhruva we met almost every day and I can say that 
almost every line of the work, which I wrote out every day 
beforehand and which is being published herewith, was 
discussed with him. Those who have studied under him 
know that he had the great commentaries ( hhasyas ) and 
the sub-commentawes by heart. Thus, not only that he 
remembered the views of Sahkaracarya and Ramanujacarya, 
but he could also immediately point out the interpretation of 
these views given in the Bhdmati, the RatAaprabhd, etc., etc. 
Not only that he would make me refer to these to assure myself 
of my properly understanding Sahkaracarya’s hhdsya, but he 
would also ask me to see if the Sutras can be interpreted as 
favourable to the Sankara System independently of the Sankara- 
hhdsya. I always remember how he made me read works like 
the Jaiminisutras and their hhdsya by Sahara, even when I 
discussed with him the meaning of the Brahmasutras which 
though explained by Sahkaracarya by quoting or referring to the 
JamAnisutras,etc., cannot but in my opinion refer to the Upanisads. 
The fact that I happened to have discussed with him the major 
portion of this book in its original draft strengthens me in 
my belief that I have rarely misunderstood or misrepresented the 
views, on the BraJmasutra, of this greatest of the Acaryas, 

Apart from this scholarly contact with the late Dr. 
Dhruva, there was another, not less enjoyable, side of my 
experience of him during this short stay with him as his 
neighbour in the Parimal Society, Ahmedabad. It was for me 
something which I had never experienced during my three 
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years’ studentship when I studied for B. A. and M. A. under 
his g'uruship ( in 1920-23 ) at Ahmedabad and at Benares. 
Those who have been merely students of the late Dr. 
DbrJiva know that there was always a curtain, as it were, 
between them and their teacher. This curtain was, I believe, 
lifted when I stayed with him as his neighbour in Ahmedabad 
and when every day after about two hours’ discussion of my 
subject, he was pleased to tell me or talk to me about his 
views on many other subjects or his experience of many great 
personalities of India, during the time that he prepared to go 
out for a walk. This side of my personal contact with the 
late Dr. Dhruva has left behind an indelible impression 
on my mind; it was unique in the sense that I got from 
the late Dr. Dhruva something at once* more lovable and 
elevating than what I had done till then from any body 
else. I always love to remember it and I feel I would be 
ungrateful if I publish this book without a mention of it in 
this preface. 

During recent years I showed this work to Prof. Ranade 
and to Dr. Dasgupta and at their suggestion I prepared 
another book on the same subject. Thus, I have divided the 
work into two Parts. The main work is entitled ‘ A Critique of 
the Brahmasutra (III. 2. 11-IV ) and the first and the second 
Parts are respectively called ‘ Interpretation of the Sutras ’ 
and ‘ The System of the Sutrakara \ The first Part published 
herewith gives an interpretation of every word in every Sutra 
of Bra. Su. III. 2. 11-IV and the second Part which is ready 
for the press contains a summary, in twelve chapters, of the 
conclusions arrived at from the interpretation discussed fully 
in Part I. I am thankful to both these scholars for their kind 
interest in my work and for their useful suggestion to present 
the subject matter into two Parts. I have shown both the 
Parts to Principal R. D. Karmaykar, Poona, and he has also 
approved of the idea of publishing the work in two Parts. 
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I am greatly indebted to Dr. Dasgupta for his learned^ 
foreword to Part I of this book. He was kind enough to go 
through the typescript of the earliest portions of my work even 
before I made up my mind to write it in its present^orm. 
When the book was ready, he had a glance at the manuscript of 
the whole of Part I. He has been taking keen interest in my 
research work ever since I read a Paper on the Gaudapada 
Kdrikds in the Lahore Session of the All-India Oriental 
Conference ( 1928 ) under his Presidentship. I have always 
derived inspiration in my studies from his answers to my 
queries whenever I wrote to him. His foreword has immensely 
added to the value of my work. 

Prof. M. Hiriyanna has kindly interested himself in my 
work since I published my thesis for Ph. D. He minutely 
goes through my letters and while he opined that my inferences 
were ‘ reasonable ’ he raised certain questions about the possibility 
of the loss of tradition, etc., implied in my interpretation offered 
in the present work and has thus made me discover and suggest 
a possible answer. In particular Sutras also ( e. y., Bra. Su, 
HI. 3. 23 ) he convinced me that Sahkarao'rya’s vimyavdkyct 
was correct. My correspondence with him has greatly profited 
me in the preparation of this book. I am very thankful 
to this revered senior colleague for his closely scrutinizing 
my views, which has always encouraged me in my studies. 

I cannot underrate my debt to the works of Thibaut, 
Deussen, Ghate, Teliwala and others in the same field of 
research. I have been also considerably benefited by the study 
of the learned works, on the Brahmasutras, of Dr. Belvalkar. 

It would be unfair on my part if I do not associate the 
names of two of my students, Messrs N. M. Mehta and J. M. 
Ashar, with the preparation of this book. Occasionally I come 
across students in teaching whom I also learn. They were 
such students. With them . I read the book ready for the 

nccasions I thought it better to 
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revise my interpretation. Mr. Ashar is also responsible for 
preparing the Indices to this volume. I regret to note that Mr. 
N. M. Mehta is no more when this book is published. 

am greatly indebted to my revered Prof. V. M. Mehtaf, 
M. A., LL. B., and to my friends who prefer to remain unnamed, 
for their kindness in reading considerable parts of the MS. 
and making valuable suggestions. 

The printing of the work involved considerable difficulty 
and I acknowledge with thanks the help I received from 
Messrs L. L. Mehta, Hormajshaw P. Coachbuilder, Gulabchand 
L. Shah and J. D. Dhruva. 

I also thank the editors of the Journal of the University 
of Bombay, Indian Qulture, Indian Historical Quarterly, Annals 
of the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Prahuddha 
Bharata, Review of Philosophy, and Religion, and the 
Proceedings of All India Oriental Gonferences, who have during 
these years published my Papers and have helped me in 
making known to scholars several of the views worked out 
and presented in details in this book. 

Principal T. K. Shahani, M. A., has always taken keen 
interest in my work and has been very kind to me both in 
giving and getting me facilities for the preparation and 
publication of this book. I acknowledge my deep debt of 
gratitude to him here. 

I express my deepest obligations to H. H. the Maharaja 
Sir Krishnakumarsinhji of Bhavnagar who generously sanctioned 
a special grant for the publication of the present work, as 
His Highness did for my earlier publications also. 

The author thankfully acknowledges his indebtedness to 

f Ifc is very painful to me to mention that Prof. V. M. Mehta 
passed away just when the Preface was finally being seen through 
the Press. 
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the University of Bombay for the substantial financial help 
it has granted towards the cost of the publication of this bookf. 

I also thank the trustees of Seth Gordhandas Soonderdas 
Charities, Bombay for the help they have kindly given ^e for 
bringing out this work. 

It now remains for me to crave the indulgence of 
sympathetic readers for errors of interpretation, exposition 
and expression, and of printing that might have escaped my 
attention. 

I am sorry that owing to the increase in the volume of 
this book when revised, I could not include in it some 
Appendices which were ready and which deal with my inter- 
pretation of Bra. Su. I and II*. 


Parimala, 
Waghawadi Eoad, 
BHAVNAQAR, 
7th May, 1943. 


P. M. Modi. 


f I gratefully acknowledge the fact that the Bombay University 
has already sanctioned another substantial grant for Part II of 
this book, which is now in the press. 

* My Paper oh the Scheme of Bra. Su, I. 1—3 ; A Rapprochement, 
published in the Jom-nal of the University of Bombay ( Vol, IV, 
Part III, 1935 ) deals with my interpretation of Bra. Su. I. 
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FOREV\/ORD 


Y EABS ago, in my Second Volume of the History of Indian 
Philosophy, published in 1932, I said in my review of the Gita 
as follows : — “ God Himself is sometimes referred to as being 
avyakta ( probably because He cannot be grasped by any of 
our senses ), as an existence superior to the avyakta which is 
described as a part of His nature, and as a category from 
which all things have come into being. This avyakta which is 

identical with God is also called aksara or the Immortal In 

IV. 24-25, where it is said that all sacrifices are to be made 
with the Brahman as the object and the sacrificial materials, 
sacrificial fire etc. are to be looked upon as being Brahman, 
the word “ Brahman ” is in all probability used in the sense of God. 
In Gita V. 6, 10, 19 also the word “ Brahman ” is used in the 
sense of God or Kvara; and in most other eases the word is used 
in the sense of God. But according to the Gita the personal 
God as Isvara is the supreme principle, and Brahman, in the 
sense of a qualityless, undifferentiated, ultimate principle as 
taught in the Upanisads, is a principle which, though great in 
itself and representing the ultimate essence of God, is never- 
theless upheld by the personal God or Isvara. Thus, though 
in Gita VIII. 3 and X. 12 Brahman is referred to as the 
differenceless ultimate principle, yet in Gita XIV. 27 it is said 
that God is the support of even this ultimate principle. 
Brahman ” ( pp. 473-474 ). 

Dr. Modi in his dissertation, called Aksara, for his Doctorate 
in the University of Kiel, published in 1932, developed a 
similar line of thought and tried to follow up the concept of 
Aksara with avyakta as its synonym, in the Upanisads, in the 
Gita, and also in other literatures. The point that he urges 
is not so much regarding a personal or impersonal Brahman but 
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the Brahman having a form and Brahman as without a form,^ 
that is, purusavidha and apurusavidha. We find also in 
Yaska the two concepts of the gods being purusavidha and 
apurusavidha. In the present work he tries to show that this 
problem existed also in the time when the Brahmasutra was 
written and some of the Brahmasutras appertain to this problem 
which has been wrongly interpreted by Saiikara as that of 
saguna and nirguna Brahman. 

I had the privilege of pointing out both in my History 
and my Indian Idealism, that the proper understanding and the 
interpretation of the mental situation that prevailed in the 
Upanisadic days is still an enigma to us. It had offered 
considerable diflSculties probably at that time also and that the 
Gita and the Brahmasutras are two distinct attempts on different 
lines to explore it. The study of the Brahmasutras shows that 
many other attempts had preceded it but are now lost to us. 
There is also ample evidence to prove that the Brahmasutras must 
have been explained by many other writers before Saiikara. 
Sankara, the most masterful of all the commentators known 
to us, had so smothered them that apart from certain suggestions, 
very little can be deduced about the views of those commentators 
from Sankara’s own commentary. The commentator’s who 
followed Sankara mostly followed Sankara’s line of interpretation 
and differed only ' at particular points, where their own views 
were affected. Thus, a study of the commentaries of the great 
Acaryas, Ramanuja, Madhva, Vallabha and Nimbarka, does 
not throw much light on the real 'meaning and purport of the 
Sutras. It is also to be regretted that so far practically nothing 
has been done with regard to a critical study of the Brahma- 
sutras. Dr. Modi has done an inestimable service in attempting 
a critical study of at least a part of the Brahmasutras. By a 
careful study of the Brahmasutras he has practically succeeded 
in evolving a scheme, a sort of critical apparatus, which may 
be successfully applied to the Brahmasutras, to make them 
yield their own meaning. It is, no doubt, true that without 
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Sankara’s commentary it might have been impossible for him 
to evolve that scheme but taking Sankara’s commentary into 
our consideration and applying Dr. Modi’s scheme, it is easy 
to see how in many places Sankara has, really, consciously or 
unconsciously, twisted the meaning of the Brahmasutras to his 
own advantage. 

Let us take for example Sutra HI. 2. 11 ‘‘ na sthdnato’pi 
parasyobhayalingam sarvatra hi Sankara in interpreting 
this Sutra says that this Adhikarana is devoted to the 
interpretation of the nature of Brahman where the conditioned 
individual passes with the release of the conditions, on the 
ground of the Upanisadic texts. There are two types of texts, 
those attributing to Brahman qualities as sa^akarmd etc. (Cha. 
Upa. III. 14. 2 ) and those which declare it to be qualityless 
such as asthulam ( By. Upa. III. 8. 8 ). Sankara says that 
the opponent holds that since we have to be faithful to the 
Upanisads, Brahman must be qualified and unqualified. But 
this will be contradictory. The word sthdnatak might mean as 
conditioned by earth eto. ; but that is also impossible. For, the 
association of conditions cannot change the nature of a thing. 
A crystal by the mere shadow of a red object cannot lose its 
transparency. So, in whatever character Brahman may be 
described, it must be regarded as being nothing else than 
qualityless, nirvikcdpa Brahman. 

Dr. Modi takes the word ‘ sihdna ’ to mean the three 
states, awaking, dream and dreamless. Dr. Modi here urges 
that the use of the word api suggests the opponent’s view 
and the Upanisads teach two types of Brahman ( 1 ) one 
endowed with form; ( rupavat ) and ( 2 ) the other formless 
arupavat ). He also holds that the word ubhayalihgcm means 
two types of Brahman arupavat and rupavat and not saguna 
and nirguim. According to him, therefore, the Sutrakara finds 
no conflict between the texts sarvakarmd etc. and asthulam 
etc.; for the two texts refer to two types of Brahman rupavat 
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and arupmat. The sentence sthdnatak parasya uhhaycdingam 
means that according to the relation of different states Brahman 
is rupavat and arupavat. In the sumpti we have the arupavoi 
and in the svapna and jdgrata we have the rupavat. Ip the 
fourth state or the turiya Brahman is neither rupavat nor 
arupavat. According to Dr. Modi, the Sutrakara denies the view 
that Brahman is rupavat and arupavat according to the states 
of waking and dream and dreamless sleep in which it appears. 
But the Sutrakara says that Brahman is uhhayalihgam i. e. 
rupavat and arupavat, in all the three states. 

According to Sankara the discussion is about savisesa and 
nirvisesa Brahman and the reply is that Brahman is nirvisesa 

II 

everywhere i. e, in all the Srutis. Sankara thinks that the 
expression uhhayalihgasrutyanugrahdt ubhayalihgam eva is the 
opponent’s view, whereas Dr. Modi takes it to be the conclusion 
{ siddhanta ) of the Sutrakara. 

According to Dr. Modi’s interpretation the Sutra runs as 
follows : — parasya ubhayalingam na sthdnatah api sarvatra hi 
i. 6 . the characteristic description of Brahman as rupavat and 
arupavat not in accordance with the mental states of the 
Para but everywhere i. e. ( the description applies to the Para ) 
in all the states. 

According to Sankara the Sutra runs as follows : — na 
sthdnatopi parasya ubhayalihgam sarvatra hi. Here the Sutra 
cannot be interpreted without assuming the words “ Brahma 
nirvihalpam ”. He thus interprets the Sutra by adding two 
words after the Sutra from his own mind The Sutra would 
then mean “ Brahman cannot have two kinds of characteristics 
savisesa and nirvisesa according to the limiting states ( the 
earth etc. sthdna ). But in all XJpanisadie texts ( sarvatra ) it 
is regarded as nirvisesa or nirvihalpa only”. 

We, thus, see that Dr. Modi’s interpretation is more faithful 
to the Sutra. Many questions, however, can be raised here as 
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to whether Dr. Modi’s interpretation is justifiable according to 
the context or not. To this, Dr. Modi gives in most cases 
very convincing proofs in support of his interpretation ( Vide 
his interpretation of Bra. Su. III. 3. 14 for his arguments in 
the case of the illustration cited above ). The value of these, 
however, can only be adjudged when a scholar carefully 
compares Dr. Modi’s interpretation as it appears in the book 
with Sankara’s interpretation and tries to come to an impartial 
and balanced judgement. 

It must be said that Dr. Modi has learnt from Germany 
how to weld the critical apparatus to one’s best advantage. 
He appears at the same time to be sympathetic and fair to 
Sankara and does not seem to read his own philosophical creed 
into the Brahmastitra. 

He proceeds by re-arranging the text of the Sutras and 
sometimes also the Sutras of an Adhikarana into an order, 
which seems to yield a better meaning with the least assump- 
tion of other words. Sankara’s main defect seems to be the 
introduction of new words for his own advantage. Dr. Modi, 
however, follows the context alone as his guide and has strenu- 
ously abstained from the introduction of any word or idea not 
guaranteed by the context. He has, however, in certain places 
suggested new readings and tried to support them often quite 
successfully on critical, philological and contextual grounds. 

The results of Dr. Mo(^i’s investigations may be classified 
in a twofold manner : — ( 1 )Hioctrinal and ( 2 j^interpretational. 
He holds that the Sutrakara describes the two aspects of 
Brahman as purumvidha and apurusavidha or rupmat and 
arupavat and believes that they are on an equal status. The 
purusavidlm and the apuru&avidha are both aspects of the 
Karana Brahman. The Sutrakara further discusses the three out 
of the six categories of Yaska, parindma, vrddhi and hrdsa 
of Brahman. The change of Brahliian is such that the eflfect 
or kHi is identical with Brahman and increment and decrement 
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of Brahman are due to his own relative self—eoneealuient. Hei, 
speaks of three kinds of meditations viz. ( 1 ) the meditation 
on the limits of the purtisa or the parts of Brahman as in 
sodakakalavidya and ( 2 ) the meditation on Brahman without 
thinking of his limits ( i. e. contrary to vaisvdnara dtman and 
sodasakaldvidyd ). These two meditations lead to Moksa. The 
third type ( 3 ) is hdmya. Dr. Modi further discovers several 
sirauta and smarta Vedanta Schools which were the opponents 
of the writer of the Brahmasutras. He also discovers that 
the Sutrakara discusses the meditation on the Pranma as 
a symbol of Brahman. 

I would not guarantee the exactitude of these results 
but ^would only say that they are quite plausible and 
thought-provoking. ' 

Dr. Modi holds that Bra. Su. III. 3 deals with the method 
of meditation on Brahman and not with the gunopasaihhdra 
nor with the reconciliation of the different vidyds and vijndnas. 

The most important feature of Dr. Modi’s work is indeed 
the application of a critical method of study to the Sutras. 
In this respect he has, undoubtedly, proceeded much further 
than previous interpreters of the Brahmasutras, like Thibaut or 
Ghate. The Brahmasutras do not offer the same readings 
always in the works of the different Acaryas. But Dr. Modi, 
though he has generally accepted the readings as they are 
found in Sankara’s hhdsya, has yet suggested modifications in 
accordance with the critical necessity of the context. He has 
also in many places differed from Sankara as regards the 
allusions to the different Upanisadic texts, on which the 
meaning of the Sutras depends. On many occasions he has 
successfully contested the claims of a Sutra for being treated as 
a hetuSutra and decided in favour of its being a pratij ndSiitra 
and vice ver^a, and in doing this he either regrouped the 
Sutras of a particular Adhikarana or ingeniously interpreted 
the particles M, to, ca, etc, and sometimes suggested different 
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readings in the Sutras, But he has seldom introduced new 

'• I 

words for the interpretation of a Sutra as Sankara so often 
does. Following the same line of enquiry he has also sug- 
gested exact visayavakyas of several Sutras. 

Though we may not always agree with ail that Dr, Modi 
has said, yet he seems to have proved to our satisfaction that at 
least in many places Sankara’s interpretation is either doubtful 
or unacceptable. Sankara seems to have been often interested 
in reading his own philosophy in the Sutras and loyalty to 
the Sutras does not seem to be his strong point. 

Dr. Modi further holds that for his doctrine of a two- 
fold Brahman Badarayana is probably indebted to Yaska’s 
conception of the purumvidhu and the apurusavidha aspects 
of the Vedic deities or to other previous Vedanta writers who 
had already adopted a view about Brahman consistent with 
Yaska’s conception of deities. That the idea of a personal 
Brahman and an impersonal one should have revealed itself 
clearly at some early stage of the development of Indian 
thought seems to be a very rational hypothesis. 

By his careful and painstaking and thought-provoking 
researches Dr. Modi has done a great service to those who 
are engaged in tracing the development of Indian thought 
from the earliest times. It is precisely this period between 
the Brahmanas and the Brahmasutras the full history of which 
is now practically lost, that would require the most diligent 
application of critical study by which we may be able to weave 
a fairly correct picture of this obscure period. That Dr. Modi, 
instead of working in a stereotyped manner, in the beaten 
track, has showed his originality of approach to new types of 
thought that flourished before the Brahmasutras and has thus 
given us a new picture of the Brahmasutras is indeed a matter 
of great satisfaction. 

But the book has been so elaborate that, I fear, he 
would have but few readers, who would have the patience to 
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follow him carefully. He has not also applied his cnticat 
apparatus to the whole of the Brahmasutras but only to specific 
parts of it which he has selected for this purpose. 

I recommend this elaborate piece of research particularly 
to those who are interested in a critical appraisal of the 
meaning and significance of the Brahmasutras as they stand, 
unaffected by the opinions of any of the Acaryas. Dr. Modi, 
is thus, to be complimented upon for contributing something 
substantial and original towards our unravelling one of the 
most obscure parts of the history of the Indian thought. 


Sanskrit College, 
Calcutta. 

18th Sefteniber, 1941. 


S. iV. Dasgui^ta. 



INTRODUCTION. 


{-{bekwith a fresh interpretation of the Brahmasutra 
(III. 2. 11-IV ) is offered to the student of this so-called third 
Prasthana and to the student of the Indian Philosophy. 

The reader must ever keep in mind ‘the tentativeness 
of the interpretation proposed here. This is bound to be the 
characteristic of any modern interpretation of any text of the 
Scripture ( Sruti ). The author of the present work confesses 
that though the general and most important part of his 
interpretation of Bra. Su. III. 3 offered here is identical with 
the same offered in his doctorate thesis^, some important 
points of details of the same are quite fresh here. It was 
discovered in the course of his fresh study that the 
exact meaning of some Sutras of Bra. Su. III. 3 was different 
from that proposed in his thesis. Similarly, while preparing 
the present work he had from time to time to make changes 
not only in the interpretation but also in the grouping 
of the Sutras into Adhikaranas, when having once arrived at 
a decision about the same he discovered on a subsequent 
occasion that a new construction of a Sutra or Sutras in 
question was the proper one. It may be that on a further 
inquiry some fresh points may arise, the solution of which 
may necessitate changes even in the portion of the Brahma- 
sutra treated here. Let us, therefore, keep an open mind®, 
while we study further. 

1. Aksara : A forgotten chapter in the History of Indian Philo- 
sophy, Baroda, 1932. 

2, It will be foimd that in the case of certain Sutras the present 
author has found no satisfactory interpretation till now and that he haS 
admitted his inability to come to a conclusion in such cases. Moi'e* 
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The reader must bear in mind here that it is only an 
accident that I begin the work with Bra. Su. HI. 2. XI. It 
must be made clear that I do not regard the portion of Bra. 
Su. I-III. 2. 10 as an interpolation or a later addition. In fact, 
I have discovered a very close connection between Bra. Su. I. 
1-3 and Bra. Su. III. 3. 11, 37-39. I have found no reason 
to doubt the genuineness^ of the remaining portion ( Bra, 
Su. I. 4, II, III. 1 and 2. 1-10 ). 

As is very well known Bra. Su. III. 3. 11 begins a 
crucial Adhikarana, as it and the subsequent Sutras contain 
what is called ‘ the discussion of Brahman ’ (tatpadarthavivecana). 
While writing my doctorate thesis ( in 1930 ) I happened to 
study particularly those Sutras and prepared a small work on 
them, only a part of which was used for my thesis. Later 
on, I continued my study upto the end of the Brabmasutra. 
This is why the present work begins from Bra. Su. III. 3. 11 
and ends with Bra. Su. IV. 4. 

I consulted some of my own professors as well as some 
others of established repute as to whether I should publish the 
portion of the interpretation of the Brabmasutra, which I bad 
prepared. Though some of them insisted that I should first 
write down my interpretation of the whole work, a majority 
of them approved of my idea to publish as much as was ready. 

over, in spite of the great emphasis he has laid on certain tenets of 

the Sutras which he thinks are as good as finally settled, he wonld 

be ready to consider any new interpretation coming from any sonroe, 

because it is, though not impossible, very difficult to think of an 

interpr^ation of Sutras as ultimate owing to the vei'y aphoristic stvle 
of the Sutras. 

3, In an article in the Indian Historical Quarterly ( 1936 ) 
I have shown that Bra. Su. II. 1 ( Samrbipada ) is vei’y closely related 
to Bra. Su. I. 4. These Padas ( Bra. Su. I. 4 and II. 1 ) deal with the 
Opposition of what should be called the SmSrta Vedanta and not with 
the Samkhaya. The Sutrakara’s treatment of the Smarta Vedanta, 
however, applies to the Samkhya oiiso and this is the implied sense 
of ea in Bra, Su. II, 2, 1. 



I have, now, grot with me most of Bra. Su. I. l-III. 2. 10 
Interpreted according to the method I have suggested in the 
present volume. I do not personally find that any Sutra out 
of Bra. Su. III. i5. II-IV will have to be interpreted differently 
than in the way done here, in view of Bra. Su. I. 1-3. 
Sutras III. 3. II, 37-39 give an indication to the interpretation 
of Bra. Su. I. 1-3. However, it is mainly due to the line 
of study I have followed that I publish the portion which 
I worked out and await another opportunity to publish other 
instalments of the interpretation of this great Prasthana. 
The task of interpreting the whole of the Brahmasutra at 
a single stretch is too big for a single person and perhaps 
there will be enough to be learnt from the criticism that 
the present work may stimulate. 

An important matter for which I have to apologise to the 
reader, is that from among the commentaries I have selected only 
Sahkaraearya’s commentary for particular study so far as the 
present work is concerned. I sincerely hope that no serious 
student will charge me with having an intention of insulting this 
great Acarya or of finding fault with his Bhdsya. Nor do I 
underrate the worth of the commentaries of other Acaryas or 
refuse to receive any help they may give in interpreting this 
most difficult of the three or four Prasthanas. Here again, 
what has happened is that I have taken Saiikaracarya, with 
whose commentary I happen to be more familiar, as a type of 
the traditional interpreters, so far as the method of traditional 
interpretation is concerned. While examining Sankaracarya’s 
method of interpretation I have had innumerable occasions to 
criticise his Bhdsya, but 1 thereby do not intend to offend him or 
his followers. All the same I beg to be pardoned if anybody 
feels offended with my criticism of Sahkaracarya’s Bhdsya^. 

4. “ Any attempt at a more precise characterisation of the views 

of the Sutras is bound to contain many rocks of offence and sources of 
the spiritual disturbances” — Sir S. Badhakrishnan, ‘ Indian Philosophy 
Vol. II., P. 444. I hope, I do not become a source of such a disturbance; 



My only justification for presenting this rolume to the 
student of the Brahmasutra lies in the method that I have 
adopted in its interpretation. The method is the modern 
method described as historico-critical-cum-phiiological method, 
which I personally believe to be the most reliable method and 
the greatest gift that India has received from the study of our 
Scriptures by western scholars. I believe, neither Deussen, 
nor Thibaut, nor Teliwala nor even Ghate who alone discusses 
the question of correct method of interpretation, has applied 
this method in its proper perspective to the Brahmasutra. 
No doubt I have received valuable help from their works. Here 
I may state that I have made an effort to carry further the 
inquiry undertaken by these pioneers into the original sense 
of the Brahmasutra^ and I must leave it to those who are 
qualified to judge how far I have succeeded in it. I shall be 
satisfied if it is felt by the learned that the application of the 
modern method as is generally understood, and to the extent 
it was possible for me to follow, is a justification for writing 
a work like this®. 

In one chapter of Bart II, I have examined the traditional 
method of interpretation as illustrated by Sahkaracarya and in 
another chapter I have shown what the modern critical method 
should be. Here I may mention one very important feature 
of this method. The Acaryas start with the belief that all 
the Prasthanas teach the same doctrine. They try to discover 
this one doctrine in the Prasthanas and write commentaries 
on them with that in mind. Sahkaracarya seems, to have got 

5. Vide the Introduotion to ‘ Studies in Vedanbism ’ by K. C. Bhat- 
tacharya, Calcutta, 1909. He rightly complains against those scholars 
■who dispose of important problems, e. g,, those of “ Indian pessimism 
and fatalism by a sapient reference to the climatic and political 
condition of the country Bub his attack on Thibaut seems to me 
to be unjustifiable. 

Vide also my Introduction to Chap. I of VoL n “The System 
of the Brahmasutra ”, 
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his doctrine originally from Buddhism, Gaudapada, and some 
portion of the Bfhadaranyaka Upanisad, and then interpreted 
all the Prasthanas in the light of that doctrine. Ramanujacarya, 
according to the tradition, got a glimpse of his doctrine 
partly at least from the works of the Tamil Saints ( Alwars ) 
and Tamil Acaryas and then discovered the same in the 
Prasthanas with the help of the commentary of the V^ttikara 
which he found in Kashmir. By an interpretation of the inspired 
works which the people at different times considered to be 
the canon of religion, each Acarya achieved a wonderful success 
in infusing a new life and spirit into the religion and philosophy 
of his age, suitable not only to the religious necessity of his 
followers, but also to the political, social and above all the 
intellectual environments of his time. The . Acarya was not 
merely a critical interpreter; he was the religious guide too of 

his age ; and he did his duty and achieved his goal thus. 

Unlike those Acaryas, the modern student does not start with 
the idea of a doctrinal uniformity of dll the Prasthanas, though 
he does believe that underlying all the Prasthanas ( allotted 
to different periods ) there is a historical unity in the gradual 
development of thought.® It is evident that he is no 

Mathadhipati, ‘ the Lord of a Sect nor does he aspire to be 
one though he should try to bring home to his own people 
the truth that he discovers, by presenting it in simple, 

non-technical language. Such a modern student should, in 
my opinion, attempt to discover the original sense of the 
Brahmasutra by proceeding in two different ways. The first 
way is that after a preliminary study of the commentaries on 
all the Prasthanas, which would enable him to understand the 

6. 'Vide K. 0. Bhatfcacarya's Introduction to his Studies in. 
Vedantism, PF. VI-VIII for the distinction between the role of the 
philosophic systematise!' and the critical or historical scholar. I fully 
agree with his idea of the latitude allowed to philosophic systematisation. 
However one may differ from the Acaryas, he can never charge him 
with “ intellectual dishonesty ". 
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traditional view’, he should start with an intensive study of 
the Brahmasutra text itself and refer to the Upanisads and the 
Gita again and again to see whether the result of such an 
intensive study of the Brahmasutra agrees with the doctrines 
of these Prasthanas. The second way is that having equipped 
himself with the study of the commentaries he should classify the 
Srutis of the ( twelve ) Upanisads under the four heads 
corresponding to the four Adhyayas of the Brahmasutra, viz., 
the Samanvaya, Avirodha, Sadhana and Phala Adhyayas, and 
then see how these Srutis come into discussion under the 
various Sutras of each Adhyaya and try to find out how the 
Sutrakara interprets the corresponding Sruti, in the respective 
Adhyaya ( and also Pada, so far as possible ). I have tried 
to study the Brahmasutra according to the first way only. It 
still remains to examine this Prasthana by the second method. 
Such an examination is bound to furnish us with invaluable 
evidence for the interpretation of the Sutras®. 

Owing to the incompleteness of the work in the above 
and in many other respects, it has been utterly impossible to 
discuss in this book such questions as which of the Aoaryas 
represents even approximately correctly the view of the 
Sutrakara Without knowing definitely the view of the 

7. This point has been amply emphasised by K. 0. Bhattacarya in 
his ' Studies in Vedantism % Introduction, P. V. He says : “The Philo- 
sophical study should come first in the order of time; the historical 
study of an ancient system of philosophy, to be of any use at all, 
must be preceded by an earnest study of the philosophy, in the 
expositions traditionally accepted as authoritative.'’* Such a sympathetic 
study means the study of the commentaries of the Acaryas. 

8. This second test will yield important results about such 
questions as the following : — ( 1 ) Whether by daraayatah and darhayanti 
the S'iitrakara refers respectively to two and to several S^rutis only 
or to two and more Srutis and Smrtis also; (2) whether by eke he 
means cmly om Sakha of one Veda or several Sakhas of the different 
Vedas, etc., etc. 



Siitrakara himself, how could we compare those of the Acaryas 
with the same ? The fact that several scholars have attempted 
to answer this question and have actually given various mutually 
contradictory answers shows that their very starting point is 
defective. The doctrine of the Siitrakara cannot be derived 
from an examination of some scattered remarks in the Sutras 
or from a few technical words in .the Sutras. The comparison 
of the Sutrakara’s view with the doctrine of Sankaracarya 
which I have given in Chapter 8 of Part II is thus only 
tentative and should be received with caution. 

I may now introduce the book to the reader. As is 
natural, I have divided the book into two Parts. The first 
Part contains an interpretation of Bra. Sti. III. 2. 11-IV. The 
second Part gives in twelve chapters an account of the System 
of the Siitrakara derived from this interpretation, and also gives 
some suggestions for the correction of the text and some rules 
for its correct interpretation. 

In Part I, I have regrouped the Sutras into Adhikaranas 
and after giving my own translation of the Sutras of each 
Adhikarana I have given Notes. These Notes form the most 
important portion of the entire book. It is in these Notes 
that I give my reasons for not accepting Sankara carya’s 
grouping of the Sutras into Adhikaranas, for adopting a fresh 
one, for at times changing the reading in a Sutra or Sutras, 
for giving a certain sense to each word in a Sutra, for rejecting 
Sahkaracarya’s visayavakya and at times suggesting that 
there should be no visayavakya or should be a new visayavakya, 
for almost all things that a reader would like to know about 
the interpretation of the Sutras given at the beginning 
of the Adhikarana. It is, again, in these Notes that I give full 
details of my explanation of certain Srutis, which I believe 
is in harmony with that of the Siitrakara, of the loss of 
tradition as regards Bra. Su. III. 3, of what I believe to be 
the origin of the Sutrakara’s conception of Brahman, etc., etc. 



It is by dropping some of these arguments and these 
details that I have prepared the account in the twelve 
chapters of Part II. The first chapter of Part II in which I 
have summarised the Sutrakara’s conception of Brahman and 
his method of meditation on Brahman, is based on my inter- 
pretation of Brahmastitra III. 2 and III. 3, i. e., the first two 
chapters of Part I. Sutras III. 2. 11-41 discuss the Sutrakara’s 
conception of Brahman and it is in Bra. Su. III. 3 that the 
Sutrakara gives all pieces of information about the various 
meditations on Brahman which he collects from the various 
Upanisads. But for the sake of convenience I have not strictly 
observed the distinction and division between the two Padas 
made by the author of the Sutras. Chapter 2 discusses the 
comparative position of action and knowledge ( karma and jnana ) 
in the attainment of Moksa, and the varieties of actions which 
a seeker ( muniuhu ) may do as a help to knowledge directly 
or mediately; and thus it corresponds to Bra. Su. III. 4, i. e., 
Chapter 3 of Part I. Chapters 3-6 of Part II are summaries 
of the conclusions established in Chapters 4-7 of Part I, 
which deal with the interpretation of Bra. Su. IV. 1-4. 

From the visayavakyas of certain Sutras which I claim to 
have discovered, it appears that the Sutrakara understood certain 
Srutis of the chief Upanisads differently than Sahkaracarya, 
and this difference I have stated in Chapter 7 of Part II, after 
collecting the scattered remarks of the Sutrakara about the 
same from all the chapters of Part I. Chapter 8 presents a 
tentative comparison between the views of the Sutrakara and 
those of Saiikaracarya. 

In Chapter 9 of Part II I have explained how Bra. Su, 
III. 3 is in my opinion the most important part of the Brahma- 
stitra, as it contains certain critical Sutras holding the key to 
Bra. Su. I. 1-3. 

Chapters 10 and 11 of Part II discuss the method of 
interpretation of the Brahmasutra. In Chapter 10 I have examined 



tJi© traditional method as presented in ^ahkaracarya’s Bhdsya, 
and pointed out how it is defective. I have also admitted that 
though some instances of defects given by me may be shown 
to be no defects at all, the general conclusion that the defects 
of the traditional method are to be classified under the 
particular heads stands. I may here add that the repeated 
reference to the same passage under different classes of 
defects was nacessary for me to illustrate what I think to 
be a mistaken way of interpretation. There is no intention, 
as there can be none, of disrespecting the Aoarya or his 
followers. In Chapter 1 1, I have made some practical sugges- 
tions which may be taken as rules for attempting an 
approximately correct interpretation of the Brahmasutra, and 
which I have put into practice in Part I. • 

In Chapter 12, I have made an effort to reconstruct the 
readings of the Sutras, and to regroup the Sutras into 
Adhikaranas so far as Bra, Su. III. 2. ll-IV is concerned. 
This reconstruction of the text is the most important part of 
the textual criticism, because without fixing the text no correct 
interpretation of the same is possible. 

I may now briefly state the more important results which 
I have discovered for the first time in the course of my 
inquiry into the interpretation of the Brahmasutra, and about 
which I feel I have achieved very great degree of certainty. 
These results are in five different directions : — ( 1 ) The links 
in the Sutrakara’s System, ( 2 ) The importance of Bra. Su. 
III. 3, ( 3 ) The reconstruction of the text of the Brahmasutra, 
( 4 ) The method of interpretation to be applied to the Brahma- 
shtra, and ( 5 ) the Sutrakara’s interpretation of certain Srutis. 

1. The Links in the Sutrakara’a System. — (a) I have 
finally settle.d„.that the Sutrakara believes in two Jispects -nf 
Brahman, the purusavidha (me sakdra) or the super-personal, 
and the a-purusmidJuz ( the' nirakdra ) or the impersonal, not, 
the saguna and nirguna as in Sankara’s .Systeja. Both these 
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have attributes and are of equal status, as regards the attainment 
of Moksa. The Sutrakara refutes the views that the purusa- 
vidha is only a mental projection on the apurusavidha ( the 
impersonal aspect, which is then the only aspect ), and that 
the purusavidha is a concession to those who cannot under- 
stand the formless one, and also that the purusavidha is higher 
than the apurusavidha. (h) The Sutrakara also discusses the 
pariwma, vrddhi and hrdsa of Brahman, the three out of the 
six states of an entity ( bhdva ) mentioned by Yaska. The 
parinmna of Brahman is such that the created world is also 
Brahman and consequently the vrddh% and hrdsa of Brahman 
are due to the less or more self-concealment of Brahman in 
what are its effects or parindmas. I have suggested that 
the Sutrakara adopts, or follows a Vedanta School which had 
already adopted a view about Brahman similar to Yaska’s 
view about the two aspects of the deities of the Egveda, which 
are both purusavidha and also apurusavidha. ( o ) One very 
important fact about the Sutrakara’s discussion in favour of his 
System is that he refutes not only Samkhya Purvapaksas but also 
several other Purvapaksas which can be classified under several 
Srauta and Smdrta Vedanta Schools. In Bra. Su. III. 3, the 
Sutrakara refutes a Vedanta view that beyond the XJnmanifest 
Brahman there is a Principle called Purusa ; another Vedanta 
view that it is only the XJnmanifest Brahman which is meta- 
phorically to be thought of as Purusa; and a third Vedanta 
doctrine that the same principle is both the impersonal XJnmanifest 
( Brahman ) and also the Purusa at the same time. These 
Phrvapaksas of the Sutrakara throw a great deal of light on 
the Sutrakara’s interpretation of the Katha and other Upanisads 
and the Bhagavadgita. Besides these, there are several other 
very important Purvapaksas, one of which, for example, is 
that the meditation on the Purusa is taught in the ^ruti 
because it is easy to be performed by the individual soul who 
is encased in a body. 

Among the Sutrakara’s doctrines of minor importance 
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discovered in this book I may briefly state the following 
(* 1 ) The Prajapatiloka is an aspect ( the personal aspect ) of 
the Kdrana or Mukhyo, Brahman ; it is not a Kdrya of Brahman. 
The Sutrakara refutes the lohdpatti dom on the Prajapatiloka. 
(2 ) The Sutrakara speaks of three kinds of meditations on 
Brahman, (a) Brahman thought of as not consisting of parts 
or limbs, (h) Brahman thought of as consisting of parts or 
limbs, e. g., Brahman conceived as Puru^ or Vai^vanara. 
Both these meditations lead to Moksa. (c) Brahman thought 
of as the ndma, etc. The meditations of this third class are 
Kamya or voluntary meditations on Brahman intended to 
achieve some aim of the meditator. ( 3 ) Not a few Sutras 
discuss the meditation on Brahman as symbolised in the 
Pranava, though none of the Acaryas says .that this meditation 
is discussed in the Brahmasutra. ( 4 ) The Sutrakara explains 
Brahman and its meditations on the same lines as Jaimini 
explains Dharma and its performance. He says that because the 
line of explanation of the meditation on Brahman and of the 
performance of sacrifice is of the same nature, we have the 
ekavdkyatd — unanimity — of the two Kandas of the Veda. (5) The 
knowledge of Brahman is anustheya and is laid down by a Vidhi, 
the result of which knowledge is an Apurva, though unlike the 
performance of the Jyotistoma which guarantees the heaven in 
the very next birth, the practice of the means ( knowledge and 
actions) of Moksa cannot guarantee Moksa in the very next birth. 
( 6 ) Regarding the actions which directly help the knowledge 
of Brahman in achieving Moksa, the householder-TOMmMfe-M 
has more duties to perform than mumukms belonging to other 
orders of life — a view given by Sankara as a Purvapaksa in his 
commentary on the Bhagavadgita. ( 7 ) In the time of adversity 
( i. danger of losing life ) an ascetic seeker may perform official 
( priestly ) duties both of a primary and a secondary nature like 
those performed by Usasti Oakrayana. (8) The Sutrakara also 
allows a mumuksu to perform his worldy duties in addition to those 
duties which directly help knowledge in achieving Moksa, in order 



that ‘ whatever he has begun be not obstructed ( 9 ) Several 
religious good deeds including even those which the Sruti calls 
kdmya karmans are to be performed by a mumuksu even after the 
attainment of the knowledge of Brahman till the fall of the 
body of the sage, because they help the knowledge directly in 
achieving Moksa, if they are performed by a sage with the idea 
of using them as a help to the knowledge, ( 10 ) The knowledge 
( of Brahman ) and actions co-operate with each other in the 
achievement of Moksa, though, of course, the former is the 
principal of the two. ( 11 ) The devaydna is the Path of the 
Progressive Advance towards Moksa ( not the Path of the 
Svarga ). The sampatti ( ‘ union of the senses into the mind, 
that of that mind into the breath, that of that breath into the 
Light, and that of that Light into the Supreme Deity ’ ) takes 
place in the case of a seeker advancing on the Path. And 
that sampatti plus utkrdnti ( departure of these from the body ) 
are necessary before a knower of Brahman attains his goal 
( non-separation with Brahman ). (12) The Sutrakara does not 
want to add Devaloka, Indraloka, and Prajapatiloka to the list 
of worlds in the Chandogya Upanisad. ( 13 ) The discussion 
of sa endn Brahma gamayati ( Cha. Upa. IV 15. 5 ) should 
proceed on the consideration of the conductor’s ability or inability 
to go to Brahman himself, or on the consideration ‘ How far can 
the conductor himself go and not on the question ‘ whether 
going to Brahman is logically possible or not ( 14 ) The 
meditators on the Pranava as the Symbol of Brahman are 
conducted by the Samans ( not by a Vaidyuta Ativahika ) to 
Brahman ( neu. ) according to the Prasna Upanisad. ( 15 ) The 
form of the liberated soul is free from the dealings of the 
world ( jagadvydpdravarjam ), it is not subject to any change 
( mkardvmrti ), and it is a permanent form ( tathd Jii sthitim aha ). 
( 16 ) One important fact which I have discovered is that 
the Sutrakara takes as authority for ( the knowledge of) 
Brahman only the Vedantas, i. e., the Upanisads, and not the 
Samhita, the Brahmana, the Aranyaka and the Khila ( e. g.. 



the EI,hilas of the Samaveda Ranayaniya Sakha ). He 
does not consider the attributes of Brahman mentioned in 
these non-Upanisadio Srutis as worthy of discussion in his 
Brahmasutra, though the attributes like sambhrti and dyuvyapti 
( mentioned in the Ranayaniya Khila of the Samaveda) are 
really the attributes of Brahman. 

2. The Importance of Brahmasutra HI. 3: — A 

fact of supreme importance discovered during my study of 
Bra. Sti. III. 2, 11-lV is that the most important portion 
of the entire Brahmasutra is Pada 3 of Adiiyaya lit. This 
Pada reveals the Sutrakara’s scheme of the division into three 
Padas, viz., Bra. Su. I. 1, 2 and 3, of the Srutis chosen by 
him for discussion in those Padas. The principle underlying 
this division is discovered in three crucial Sutras of Bra. Su. 
III. 3, viz., Bra. Su. III. 3. 11, 38-39. From these Sutras, we 
learn that (i) in Bra. Su. I. 1 the Sutrakara discusses those 
Vedanta Srutis which describe the formless ( arupavat ) aspect 
of Brahman and which the Sutrakara would also interpret as 
such, (ii) that in Bra. Su. I. 2 he discusses such Vedantas as 
profess to describe the formless aspect, but as apply such 
attributes to it as would be properly applicable to the aspect 
with the ( human ) form called the Purusa, and which, therefore, 
the Sutrakara interprets ( in Bra. Sti. I. 2 ) as dealing with 
the Purusa aspect, and (iii) that Bra. Sti. I. 3 is devoted to 
the construction of those Vedanta Srutis which profess to 
describe the Purusa aspect and which the Sutrakara also 
proposes to interpret ( in Bra. Sti. L 3 ) as dealing with 
the same aspect. I have given my reasons why I believe 
that the above scheme of the division of the Srutis into three 
groups, each of which finds a place in one independent Pada, 
is revealed in certain Sutras of Bra. Su. III. 3. I have 
also discussed the views of the Acaryas on the basis of the 
division of the Srutis into these three Padas. Besides the 
revelation of this scheme, there is another stand-point which 



makes Bra, Su. III. 3 the most important part of the entire work. 
As interpreted by me the Sutras of Bra. Su, III, 3 proceed from 
Adhikarana to Adhikarana to present in a regular series the 
information about the various items of primary concern to the 
meditation on the two aspects of Brahman, the purusavidhci and 
the apurusavidha, of the Sutrakara’s System. Such a series 
of Sutras is not to be found in any other Pada of the Brahma- 
sutra, I have shown the importance of this Pada by comparing 
the aims of the Adhikaranas one by one as interpreted by me, 
with the aims of the same as outlined in the bhdsyas of Sankara 
and Ramanuja. I think, the sequence of links of thoughts 
I have discovered is remarkably regular and, therefore, of 
great importance for the study of the work itself. It seems 
that the Acaryas, even Saiikaracarya, had no unbroken tradition 
regarding the interpretation of the Sutras in Bra. Su. III. 8, 
I am at present unable to account for the loss of tradition 
but the fact that the tradition loas lost is revealed by my 
discovery of the meaning of each of its Sutras. It is this 
Pada ( Bra. Su. Ill, 3 ; in the interpretation of which 
Sahkaracarya himself seems to realize that he is not quite 
sure about what he writes, as shown by me through his own 
statements in his bhdsyco on this Pada. I have collected 
fourteen such statements to which I have proposed to add 
nineteen others from his bhdaya. Also this Pada contains six 
tad uUam Sutras in the interpretation of which the Acaryas 
seem to have erred. Not only was the tradition about the 
interpretation of this Pada lost long before Sahkaracarya, but, 
as I have discovered, the very text of this Pada had under- 
gone mutilation even before him ( vide infra ). There are other 
portions of the Brahmasutra which are also important, e. g., 
Bra. Su. III. 2. 11-41 and II. 1. The former contains the 
toitpadarthaviv^cana. The latter is called ‘ Smyti Pada ’ which 
in my opinion uses the word ‘ smrti ' not in the sense of 
Samkhya but in that of the Gita and which, as I understand 
it, gives the Sutrakara’s views on the various doctrines of the 
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Qlta which are not in harmony with those of the Upanisads 
honoured by the Sutrakara^ himself. But the importance of 
this Smrti Pada is partly at least due to the place which the 
Gita holds for us as a religious book. The Gita, perhaps 
had not so much importance for the Stitrakara who seems to 
us to be ready to give up the Sm^ti whieh contradicted the 
Sruti according to the rule laid down by Jaimini. In short, 
the value of Bra. Su. III. 3 is immense and is derived from 
the help which that Pada renders in understanding the 
Sutrakara’s own System, his own work and, I must add, his 
views about several Srutis of the Upanisads ( Vide 5 infra ). 

3. The Reconstruction of the Text of the Brahma- 
SUtra: — We have referred above to the mutilation of the 
text of Bra. Su. III. 3. It should be noticed here that in the 
course of my study of Bra. Su. III. 2. 11-IV, 1 have been 
able to suggest certain text-readings which are not found 
ito the possession of any of the Acaryas who wrote a 
hhdsya on the Brahmasirtra. I have ventured to suggest 
these because I think that an intensive internal study of 
these Sutras would justify these inferences. The number of 
these is eight in all, and I request the reader to go through 
my arguments in favour of them given fully in Part I. 

Besides these text corrections, I have regrouped the 
Sutras into Adhikaranas. It is very well known that each 
of the Acaryas has an Adhikarana Patha of his own. In the 
course of my study 1 discovered certain rules which would 
negatively govern the establishing of an Adhikarana, e. ^., 
( i ) a Sutra with ca would never begin a new Adhikarana, 
^ii) so also a Sutra with the statement of an argument only 
( hetu, either by the particle hi or by a form of the ablative ) will 
never stand at the beginning of an Adhikarana, and (iii) other 


1, Vide for a fuller discussion my article “ Meaning of ' Smidi ' in 
the Brahmasutra ", Indian Historical Quartely, Vol, XII, No. 4, 1936. 
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rules which would possibly show the characterstics of the first 
and the last Sutras of an Adhikarana. All these I have 
given in Chapter XII. On the strength of these rules, I have 
offered a reconstructed Adhikarana Patha. 

Thus, the correction of the readings of the text itself and 
the regrouping of the Sutras into Adhikaranas are two features of 
the inquiry I have made as regards the text of the Brahmasutra. 

4. The Method of Interpretation to be applied to 
the Brahmasutra Also, in the province of the method of 
interpretation the present work has brought to light certain new 
lines of appoach which, I believe, will stand any critical scrutiny. 

My inquiry in this direction is two-fold ; ( 1 ) a study of 
Sankara’s method.' of Interpretation, Saiikara being taken as a 
representative of the Acaryas, and his hhdsya as a type of 
the hhdsyas of the Acaryas, and ( 2 ) a study of the Sutras 
themselves ( without the help of any hhdsya as far as possible ), 

I must admit that an Acarya is more than a mere 
interpreter. It is in the capacity of an Acarya that Sankara 
sometimes, after having interpreted the Sutrakara in the proper 
way, openly sets aside the latter’s interpretation of a ^ruti and 
proposes a new one suitable to his own School. 

I must admit this right of an Acarya, becanse I would 
have accepted even the right of an Acarya to write altogether 
a_ new Brahmasutra, Badarayana being only the first of such 
Acaryas. The duties of an Acarya require more rights than 
those accorded to an interpreter, and one more important 
privilege of that position is the right to formulate a System 
of Vedanta ( or Samkhya or any other ) Philosophy to suit 
the time and circumstances and the temperament of the people 
whom he, as an Acarya, has to guide to the Path of Liberation. 
This privilege implies the right of interpreting the Scripture 
so as to ^enable him ' to base on it the System proposed 
by the Acarya. This 'interpretation requires the ability to 
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harmonize mutually contradictory texts of the Scripture, in 
which the Scripture abounds. All the Acaryas have wonder- 
fully succeeded in this task, and Sankara’s success is perhaps 
the most brilliant one. I appreciate his explanation of the 
contradictions in the Sruti and the Srafti and his System 
based upon it. I am, however, in the present book concerned 
with Sankara’s interpretation of only the Brahmasutra, one of 
his authorities for his System ; so, I take him here as an 
interpreter only, not as an Acarya. 

When I examine the method of Sankara's interpretation, 
I must say, I find many diflSculties in accepting his 
interpretation as correct. I have tried to study very minutely 
his bhdsya and have for the first time ventured to offer a 
detailed criticism of his method, pointing out the defects 
underlying his interpretation. I have tried to establish 
several conclusions about his method, of which the following 
seem to me to be very important: — { 1 ) No scheme about the 
threefold classification of topics, viz., fard vidya, ayard vidya, 
and avidyd, is intended in the Sutras by the Sutrakara. ( 2 ) 
Sankara sometimes gives two opposite interpretations of the 
same Sruti or Smyti. ( 3 ) Sankara’s visayavdkyas in his bhdsya 
on Bra. Su. III. 2 and 3 are mostly not correct in the sense 
that either no visayavdkya or a different one is intended by 
the Sutrakara. ( 4 ) Sankara’s interpretation of each Sutra in 
Bra. Su. III. 2 and 3 involves too many unwarranted additions 
to each Sutra. And ( 5 ) his bhdsya contains Purvapaksas 
which are wrong, or impossible if not altogether absurd when 
we look at the Sruti quoted or the sense of the Sutra itself. 

Studying the Sutras independently of any bhdsya as far 
as possible, I have felt that the traditional method of seven 
indications for deciding the sense of a text ( lihgarn tdtparya- 
nirrMye ) is defective so far as the Brahmasutra ( or any other 
similar Sutra work ) is concerned, because the Acaryas and 
even the modern scholars who have mostly followed the same 
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method have come to divergent conclusions. I have, there- 
fore, made ten practical suggestions which may be added to 
those made by Dr. Ghate. These suggestions, I believe, 
are made here for the first time on the grounds of a critical, 
comparative and philological study of the Sutras. Of these, 
the following may be simply enumerated here as being more 
important: — (1) The expression ‘ tad uktmn ' which occurs 
about eight times in the Brahmasutra ( six times in Bra. Su, 
III. 2. 11- IV ) refers only to some of the Sutras in the 
Brahmasutra, that precede the particular Sutra with the 
expression ( tad uktam ), and not to other works like the 
Jaimini Sutra, the Upanisads, the Gautama Dharma Sutra, the 
Bhagavata and other Puranas, as supposed by Sankara and other 
Acaryas. ( 2 ) The- hahuvHhi compounds, anandadayah, satyd- 
dayah^ dyatanddayah ( Bra, Su. III. 3. 11, 38-39 ) refer respectively 
to Bra. Su. I. 1, 2 and 3, and suggest the scheme of three 
divisions of the visayavdkyas discussed in those three Padas. 
Similarly, all other hahuvrlhi compounds, e. g,, sahdddayah ( Bra. 
Su. III. 3. 58 ), etc., should be explained as referring to the Sutras 
themselves and not to any other list of attributes or arguments 
mentioned either in the Upanisads or elsewhere ( except a 
compound like eodanadi in Bra. Su. 111. 3. 1 which refers to 
a well established rule in the Jai. Su. ). ( 3 ) On critical 

grounds I have further suggested quite new visayavdkyas 
in the case ol several Sutras. Out of these, 1 am quite sure 
of the correctness of about twenty visayavdkyas suggested by me 
tor the first time. These striking cases I have enumerated 
in Chap. XI of Part II. If they are really correct, they 
would help a great deal in deciding the nature of the Sutrakara's 
System. ( 4 ) Three of my suggestions ( Nos. 4, 5 and 8 ) 
are based upon a philological inquiry, such as a study of the 
words, synonyms and mutually contrary terms. Thus, I 
s^Rg®st that words like ^radhdna, pu^nsa, sthdna, upasathhava, 
etc., etc., must be studied from all the Sutras in which they 
occur. Studying synonyms, I find that arupavat and sukma. 
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‘PTodhana and mukhya, etc., are synonyms. Arupa in arupavat 
finds a contrary term in ‘ rupa ’ in ‘ rupopanydsa *. The 
study of these last two terms gives a very important piece of 
information about the exact nature of the two aspects of 
Brahman according to the Sutrakara. ( 5 ) Sutras being elliptical 
by the very nature of their style require to be completed in 
sense by the addition of some words. I have tried to explain 
in each case what additions can he made to each Sutra adhering 
strictly to the context at the same time. In several of these 
( undoubtedly at least in eight ) cases a remarkably correct 
conclusion seems to me to have been arrived at. Attaching 
the same importance to the context, I have made a practical 
suggestion about the interpretation of the work, that words like 
atah, purva, tad, tadd, anyathd, etc., etc., must be interpreted 
in strict consonance with the context. I have proposed a fresh 
interpretation for several Sutras, adopting this suggestion as 
a rule of critical interpretation, and I believe that there are 
not a few cases in which my explanation, given for the first 
time, will be acceptable to the reader. 

( 5 ) The Sutrakara's Interpretation of certain 
Srutis : — One more direction in which my inquiry has led me 
to discover noteworthy results is the Sutrakara’s interpretation 
of several gratis. The consideration of this question is more 
closely allied with the Sutrakara’s System rather than with 
the interpretation of the Brahmasutra itself. But so far as 
the Brahmasutra deals with the Srutis, I have to discuss the 
latter from the standpoint of the Sutrakara, if their meaning 
can be made out from the several Sutras. 

I have already noticed that by “ feruti " the Sutrakara, 
for his purpose, understands only the Vedantas ( not the 
Mantra and the other Gratis ). 

a ) The most essential piece of information discovered 
on this point is that according to the Sutrakara the XJdanisads 
describe the personal aspect of Brahman with the attributes 
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of the impersonal and vice versa ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 37-42,). 
It is on this fact that the Sutrakara bases his doctrine of two 
aspects of absolutely equal status and gives a complete option 
of choice to a mumuksu to select either of the two, the immediate 
goal being the same. The Sutrakara, according to his own 
statements, as discovered and interpreted by me for the first 
time, says that the Srutis discussed in Bra. Su. I. 2 and 
explained by him as referring to the sdkdra or purusavidha 
aspect may be optionally taken by a murtiuhm as dealing with 
the nirdkdra or apurusavidha aspect, because they profess 
to describe the nirdkdra, but do so with attributes sonie 
of which qualify the sdkdra. Similarly, he holds that the 
Srutis he has explained in Bra. Su. I. 3 as dealing with 
the sdkdra may be optionally taken by a mumuksu as dealing 
with ih& nirdkdra because they profess to deal with the sdkdra, 
but do so with attributes some of which properly belong 
to the nirdkdra. The Sutrakara has refuted several important 
Purvapaksas raised against this theory of his interpretation 
of the Srutis and against his doctrinal views based on the 
same. These Purvapaksas and their refutations by the Sutra- 
kara cannot be recounted, here for want of space. 

(h) 1 have shown that there are Sutras in Bra. Su. 
III. 3, which definitely mean that the aisam-Srutis which 

I • 

describe Brahman negatively ( neti neti Srutis ) are ‘ not useful 
for meditation ’ ( ddhydnnya prayojandhhavdt ) on either 
aspect according to the Sutrakara ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 14 ; also 
see III. 3. 33 ). 

( c ) According to a Purvapaksa ( of a t^rauta Vedanta 
System ? ) there are several Sirutis, particularly Katha TJpanisad 
III. 10-11, which describe the Purusa or personal aspect as 
higher than the Avyakta or the impersonal aspect of Brahman. 

(d-e ) The Sutrakara refutes an .opponent’s view which is, as 
I have shown, based upon the Mandukya Upanisad, that Brahman 
is really afieeted by the states of waking, dreaming and deep 
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sleep as also by the fourth state, and that because Brahman 
is thus affected, it is both rupcmat or Sahara and arupavat 
or nirahdra. This view is opposed by the Sutrakara on the 
strength of the Chandogya TJpanisad which, in the opinion of 
the Sutrakara, says that Brahman is unaffected by all these states. 

Another Purvapaksa, raised on the strength of the 
Mandukya Upanisad, holds that Brahman undergoes vrddhi 
and hrasa because it is influenced by the three states and it 
is refuted by the Sutrakara by quoting the Chandogya Upanisad 
to show that the vrddhi and hrasa of Brahman are due to 
the self-concealment of Brahman in its effects which are 
also Brahman. 

(f-g) The Brhadaranyaka Sruti which .distinguishes the 
Prajapatiloka from Brahman itself is, according to the Sutra- 
kara, to be interpreted in the light of the Chandogya Upani^d 
and the Prajapatiloka is the Sahara aspect of the Kdrana 
Brahman itself and not a Kdrya of Brahman. Similarly, the 
Bfhadaranyaka Sruti, stating that the vital airs and the 
senses of the knower of Brahman do not depart when the 
latter attains to Brahman, is according to the Sutrakara to be 
interpreted in the light of the Chandogya Upanisad which, again, 
according to the Sutrakara, describes the depature ( utkranti ) 
of the sage along with the senses, etc., when the latter leaves 
the gross body for his journey to the nirdhara Brahman. 

There are several other very important ^rutis or Vedantas 
on the interpretation of which my study of the Brahmasutra 
has, for the first time, thrown a flood of light, even a brief 
summary of which cannot be given here. Those Srutis will be 
found in Parts I and II. In a few Sutras I have not been 
able to discover the visayavahyas, though the sense of the 
Sutras derived from the context assures me of very useful 
information regarding the interpretation of the Srutis referred 
to. If one approaches the Brahmasutra from the Srutis, after 
dividing the latter into the four subjects according to the four 
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Adhyayas of the Brahmasutra, and if he tries to make out 
what interpretation the Sutrakara gives to these Srutis, instead 
of going from the Sutras to the Srutis, I am sure, he would 
discover very valuable and fresh information. 

There are several Smytis particularly from the Bhagavadgita, 
which the Sutrakara understands and explains in his own way, 
or rejects if they openly contradict a clear statement of the 
Sruti ( e. g., the time-restriction for a Yogin to get Moksa in 
Bha. Gi. VIII ; Cf. Bra. Su. IV. 2. 21 ), just as he clearly rejects 
several Srutis if the latter directly oppose such honoured 
Sruti-texts as the Chandogya Upani^d {^. g., the priyasirast- 
vadi Sruti in Tai. Upa. II. 5 ), though generally he interprets 
the Srutis ( e. g., of the so-called Earlier Metrical Upanisads ) 
in the light of his interpretation of the Chandogya Upanisad. 
We have already seen above that very important texts like' 
those of the Bfhadaranyaka Upanisad about the non-departure 
( absence of utkrdnti ) of the Brahmajnanin’s subtle body, and 
about the Prajapatiloka, have been interpreted by the Sutrakara 
in the light of the Chandogya Upanisad. 

I may sum up the merits of Badarayana by repeating 
•what I have said at the end of Chaptar 1 of Part II ; — 

Badarayana’s main work was that of constructing a 
Vedanta Dar^ana by presenting a system acceptable to the 
followers of all the Upanisads, i. e., of the Upanisads of all 
the Sakhas of all the Vedas. His views seem to have been 
like those of a balanced thinker. He did not insist that the 
entire Veda taught only Dharma ( the Sacrifice ) or only 
Brahman. While Jaimini seems to have held that Dharma 
was the only Precept of the whole Veda, Badarayana believed 
that Brahman only was the Usufruetion ( phalam ) because 
Brahman is declared to be the cause of Dharma, the Inspirer 
and the Master of Dharma*. This belief seems to have inspired 

* I ( Bra. Su. HI. 2. 41 ). Vide my inter- 

pretation in Part I. 
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Badarayana to oflfer a thesis about Brahman as the sole goal 
of the Upanisads only. He carefully avoided a conflict with 
Jaimini’s School by insisting that Brahman was to be known 
only from the Upanisads, and by rejecting the view that the 
Purvakanda was to be interpreted in the light of the Upanisads, 
Thus, his view stands high above the two extremes, one of 
Jaimini himself and the other of a staunch Vedantin who is 
not less staunch than that staunch Karmakandin. Again, in 
interpreting the Upanisads he adopted the well established 
method of Jaimini and improved upon it where necessary, as 
when he says that even if in one Sakha of each Veda the 
aamyoga, rupa, codana and dhhya of Brahman are the same, 
he would conclude that Brahman is the topic of all the 
Vedantas. This shows that he was not a blind follower of 
the method of Jaimini. He used his own intelligence in 
applying that method to the Upanisads, The fact that 
Badarayana rejects a Purvapaksa, not accepting the Purusa as 
an aspect of Brahman, shows that in accepting the arupavat 
conception of Brahman and in so far siding with the Oldest 
Prose Upanisads he was not blind to the special contribution 
of the Earlier Metrical Upanisads and the Bhagavadgita, viz., 
the superpersonal conception of Brahman. In so far as he 
rejects the Purvapaksa, believing in the superiority of the 
Purusa over the Avyakta, and argues that the Upanisads 
‘ deny a second reality he gives a death blow to the dualisiic 
tendency of the Earlier Metrical Upanisads and the Bhagavadgita, 
and saves the Vedanta Darsana once and for ail from becominff 
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another Saihkhya ( or duaiistio ) School with two conscious 
Principles, one nirdhdra and the other sdkdra. Moreover he 
has tried to be logical as fas as possible since an appeal to 
the word of the Sruti is generally a second argument with 
himf. Only in the case of an open conflict between rational 
argument and the revealed Scripture, he has to say that “ For 


f E. g. Bra. Su. III. 2. 39, III 4. 46, etc. 
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a believer in the Scripture, the express word of a text is the 
foundation of his belief and is more important than a rational 
argument ”4 when such circumstances do not arise, he 

is a free thinker and does not hesitate to reject such Sruti 
texts as appear inconsistent with his System, and accepts only 
such as are consistent with the same. Thus, he rejects the 
priyasirastvadi Sruti, because it implies a difference of degrees 
in the Bliss within Brahman itself and the Mandukya Upanisad 
because the latter believes in the waking and other states as 
really affecting Brahman. Since he rejects even these Srutis, 
it would be no wonder if he is found to reject, or to 
interpret in his own way, a Smrti like the Gita, whenever 
the latter is in conflict with his System drawn from the 
Sruti. Thus, he rejects the view of the Bhagavadgita which 
holds that the knower of Brahman returns to this world if he 
dies during the southern course of the Sun ( daksindyana ). 
He says that this rule applies only to the Yogin and 
that it is only a Smarta rule, not a Srauta one. It is due to 
this boldness, on the part of the Sutrakara, of accepting 
literally a Sruti though it may be inconsistent with pn'Otyaksa 
and anwmdna, and of rejecting a Sruti if it be contradictory to 
his own System of Vedanta, that while reading his work we 
are spared the intellectual jugglery of words which we often 
find in the commentaries of the Acaryas who try to effect a 
compromise even when the three Prasthanas are in open 
conflict with one another. An example of this is supplied to 
us by Sahkara’s effort to interpret Bha. Gi. VIII. 24-26 as 
referring to the conductor-deities though the verses clearly 
speak of the time-deities as the Sutrakara distinctly states. 
On the whole, the Sutrakara’s system is based upon a bold and 
straightforward interpretation of the Scripture and he seems to 
have been a great saviour of the Vedanta School, who saved 
it, on the one hand, from being divided into so many sects 
and, on the other, from being plunged into a dualistic philosophy. 

t E. g. Bra, Su. II. 1. 27. 
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While I differ from Sahkaracarya and other Acaryas regard- 
ing the interpretation of Badarayana^s work and his doctrines, I 
must admit, as I have already done above, that my interpretation, 
exposition and expression cannot always be free from errors 
in spite of my efforts to avoid them. Though the conclusions 
drawn here are faithful to the original text within my own 
capacities, I cannot promise to stick to them under all cir- 
cumstances, having myself arrived at them after revising them 
from time to time. Bearing in mind these facts I offer my inter- 
pretation of Badarayana’s work, as a humble student and 
student only, and crave the indulgence of sympathetic readers 
{ ahetukasnehas) in the following words of Madhusudana 
Sarasvati, the great saint and seeker after truth, uttered 
with reference to his commentary on the Crita : — 

( 3ign5£i^fqs[rr on Bha. Gi. XVIII. 66 ). 






A CRITIQUE OF THE BRAHMASUTRA 

PART I 

Interpretation of the Brahmasutra 




CHAPTER I 

SECTION I 

Brahman unaffected by the Waking and other States. Two 
kinds of Srutis describe Brahman in all its ( four ) States. 

Sutras 111. 2. 11-19 

( U ), 3Tfq I 

C?V ) f| I 

(\\) I 

( ) 3TTf ^ I 

( ^V9 ) ^gqi% ^1^ 3lf^ I 

( ?< ) 31^ ijrf i;qq;Tfs[5rg; i 


Saukara^S predecessor begins a new Adhikarana here, 
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X HE two kinds of sentences cannot refer to (the Highest 
One ) also from the stand-point of the states, because [ both 
the kinds of sentences refer to It ] in all [ the states ]. 1 1 

If it be argued, “ [ The two kinds of sentences do ] not 
[ refer to the Highest One in all the slates ] because of the 
difference [ of the slates j, ” we reply, “ No. [ The difference 
of the states does not affect the Highest One ] because 
with reference to every [state] there is a statement contrary 
to that [/. e. the difference of states affecting the Highest One].” 12 


Moreover, so say the followers of a certain Branch. 13 

[ Both kinds of sentences refer to the Highest One j 
because It is formless only ( arapavad eva) in so far as that 
[ arupamt aspect ] is the principal [ aspect of Brahman j. 14 

[ POrvapaksa ] — “ [ Brahman is ] like ‘ light ’ as well, 
because it should not be meaningless. 15 

And the Sruti declares It to be only that [ /. e. light ]. 16 

And the Sruti shows it and the Smrti also mentions it. 1 7 


And only on account of this [ we find ] the comparison 
{ of Brahman ] like the one with an aggregate of suns, etc." 18 

[ Siddhanta ]— “ But Brahman has not the characteristics 
of things like the above ( L e. the sun, etc . ), because of Its 
impossibility of being caught ( L e. reflected ) as [ the sun etc. 
are reflected] in water.” 19 



NOTES 

Sutra 11 

1. — This Pada ( Bra. Su. III. 2 ) seems to deal 

with the different states, STtrrftcr, and of the 

individual soul and of the Supreme Being. The first Sutra 

Tf I ) refers to the Sruti “ itW ” ( Br. 

Upa. IV. 3. 9 ), Therefore, in this Sutra means the 

states of 5rHTf^?r, ^9t"=!T and The word ^«n»r is similarly 

used in the Mandukya Upanisad ( 3rT»Tft:cr55«rR:, 

Ma. Upa. 3-5 ), and, as will be shown below, it is 
very likely that this Sutra refers to that Upanisad. ( See 
in Sutra III. 2. 34 also. ) If we interpret the word in 

this sense, we have not to suspect this discussion of the 
Supreme Self ( Bra. Su. III. 2. 11-41 ) to be an interpolation 
because we can then say that Pada II of Adhyaya III deals with 
the states of the individual soul and those of the Supreme Soul.^ 

2. — The Sutrakara here implies the denial of the 

application of the two kinds of sentences to the Supreme Being 
from some other stand-point than that of the states of Brahman. 
s?f^, therefore, refers to a which tried to explain the 

of the Supreme Being, by some way other than 
that of referring them to the states of Brahman. What this 
other method of explaining the ^JTstrfeffs was, can be guessed 
possibly from the expression Some opponents 

seem to have argued that there were two types of sentences 
describing Brahman, and therefore these two types referred to 
ttco different Brahmans. The Brahman was different 

from the Brahman, and the Srutis and the 

Srutis described these two different Brahmans. There is a 

1. Vide Belvelkar, Shree Oopal Basu Mallik Lectures on Vedanta 
Philosophy, Page 145. 
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similar in Bra. Sfi. HI. 3. 1-4, which seems to hold that 

the Vedantas teach not one, but two difFerent Brahmans.^ See 
also the in Bra. Sfi. Jli. 3. t31-37 which holds that 

there is anofJic}’ .Brahman Jxiyotid the sI§T*I. n^nd which, 

the Sutrakara refutes by pointing to the 

the Srutis which deny the existence of a second Brahman 
( Sutra III. 2. 36 ). So, 3Tiq seems to imply the refutation of a 
believing that there were two Brahmans, one 3t^q3Ri[_ 
and another and that the called also was 

higher than the called See also the glrq^ and 

its refutation in Bra. Sfi. III. 2. 26-27. 

For the arguments of the believing g^q to be higher 

than stsqg;, see our notes on Sutra III. 2. 31. 

3. 3 ‘#rqf®ff*i;:-~Sutra 14 makes mention of the 
aspect of Brahman implying at the same time its '^qqg[^ aspect. 
It signifies that sr^qqgi; is the prwaprd { ) and implies that 
is the subordinate aspect. Also Sutra III. 3, 27 indicates 
that sifrq;^ being designated by two names is like srfg and 
We, therefore, suggest that qqqfeij should mean sentences 
which describe Brahman as sj^qqq^ and those which describe 
Brahman as ;^qq^.® The Sutrakara seems to speak of 3r5qqg[^ 
and q;qqg[; rather than fqjjoT and ^T[ctt Brahman. Thus we have 
to distinguish between Srutis which describe as ans^qqt^, 
e. g., like ( Br. Upa. III. 8. 8 ) and 

Srutis which describe as like 

1^51! qf j: 1 qjg: qiarV l&q 

qqijqfpqrffqr II ( Mu. Upa. II. 1. 4. Cf. the qi%?[r*riq 
BTTcff!):; in Cha. Upa. V. 12-18 ). 

2 . Perhaps this l.^'T^can be tracetl to the Mahibharata Anpaiiisada 
Schools. See P. M. Modi, Aksara: A forgotten chapter in the history 
of Indian Philosophy, Chapter III. 

3. Vide “ The scheme of Bra, Sn. I. 1-3. A Rapprochement/’ by 
P. M. Modi, Bombay University Journal, Vol, IV, Part III, Nov, 1935. 
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, According to the Sutrakara is not 

in conflict with ? 3 ^JTrg': ( Cha. Upa. 

III. 14. 2 ), because both these types of Srutis refer to both 
the aspects of Brahman the and the Neither of 

the two aspects is ffTJJor “ absolutely without attributes.” 

4. ^viisifsifqr^This seems to be a reference 

to a view like the one expressed in Mandtikya Upanisad, 
according to which the sentences would be applicable 

to the Brahman and the ; 5 :irg?^ones to the 3rRRfr'5«If?T, 

^5(R^5£IR and Brahman (Ma. Upa. 9-11 ). According to 

that Upanisad, the individual soul and the Supreme Soul have each 
of them three states and and corresponding 

to these three states the is called and sn^, while 

the Supreme Being is called and f ssr?:. 

Beyond these three is a fourth state which is called (but) 

which transends the above three states. In that state the gfN' 
and snrs^. become identified. The of the Srutis are to 

be explained as referring to Brahman in different states. 
The rupavat Srutis will refer to Brahman in the waking, 
dreaming and deep sleep states described in Mandukya Upa. 
3-6 and the arupavat Srutis to Brahman in the fourth state 
described in Ma. Upa. 7. 

It will be in agreement with this Purvapaksa that in Bra. 
Su. I. 2. 14 the Sutrakara points to the mention of the dreaming 
and deep sleep states in the msayavakya as an argument to 
prove that the Sruti in question deals with the Purusa or the 
sakara aspect. 

6. rt-The Sutrakara refutes the above view of explaining 
the two kinds of sentences ns referring to Brahman in 
different states. As distinguished from this Purvapaksa the 
Sutrakara’s Siddhanta will be that Brahman is both sakara and 
nirakara in all the four states, 

4. Bra. Su. HI. 3. 37— 1 
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6. ^ — He gives an argument why he rejects tije 

view of ^?ir»Trr: He says that the 

is applicable to Brahman in all the ( four ) states. “ ” will 

according to the context mean 

7. According to Saiikara this Sutra discusses the 

question whether 5r§R is or because there are 

both the and ^%s. We have suggested above 

that the Sutrakara seems to distinguish between Srutis referring 
to and aspects of Brahman, both of which 

possess fg^qs or 50TS. Moreover, the Sutrakara seems here 
to discuss how both the Srutis can refer to Brahman. He does 
not seem to favour Sankara’s view that one type of Srutis is 
less important or less valid than the other. “ ^^3- 

snr ” is not the as Sankara says but it 

is the 

STR indicates according to Sankara the inclusion of “ ?cg'5f; 
qg[”. We have shown that certaw Sutras give a according 

to which there is another Brahman higher than the 
( or ®r^) aiR, e. g^, Bra. Su. Ill 2. 31; so, it apperars to us 
that ssrfq refers to that in those Sutras. Sankara’s 

is not supported by any Sutras. Bather Sankara’s 
argument ^ ^^^5 argr 

?[r^, I ” is contradicted by the Sutras themselves, 

e. g., III. 2. 14, III. 2. 27 ( See 
Sankara’s own Bhasya on it ). The Sutrakara’s arguments as 
to how Brahman itself is to be looked upon as and 

^q^ are given in Bra. Su. III. 3. 37-52. 

“ ” means according to Sankara “ 

ni^. ” This interpretation of the word is responsible 

for the suspicion of several scholars as to the genuineness 
of the discussion of Brahman in this Pada. We have shown 
above that “ ’’ means the ^THtRcT, and ?«IRS, 

and that the Shtra seems to refer to a view like the one o-iven 
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in the Ma. Upa. Dr. Belvelkar also takes in the sense 

of states but the quotation given by him (Basu Mallik Lectures, 
P. 165-166 ) does not seem to substantiate the view. 

According to Sankara, the refutation of ‘ ’ leads 

to the necessity of ” and to the inference 

“3T?r^i?!rcr?:fe^ sm srflrqws^T 

*1 ” This inference is not even suggested in the 

Sutra, because the Stitrakara seems to explain Brahman in 
such a way that both the types of sentences be applicable to 
Brahman at the same time, in the same state. 

‘ % ’ is an argument not for rejecting the 

as Sankara understands it, but for proving that 

“ as we have shown. “ ” 

is explained by Sankara as “ sriT^w^qsrfk^IlifsPT?:^ ” but 

from the context it seems to mean “ ’’ in all the 

four states. 

And, lastly, in consistency with the context we should 
add “ ( instead of “ ( 

‘ 3T?r5^Tr^q^jT?5:qJT5^?ui.’ ] ^qi^fr- 

” as Sankara adds, whereby Sankara 
contradicts his own assertion ( ^ffcT ^qfewi* iT^fwqqi: ) 

at the begining of his commentary on this very Sutra. 

Sutra 12 

8. “ q', should mean “ q?:?q 

q, ^«r(qiqr The ^qrqs differ and, there- 

fore, the twofold sentences can be applicable to Brahman as 
referring to the different states of Brahman. Thus, the Srutis 
about the ^gqqgt^ Brahman would be applicable to 5nqfi:?I?qiq, 
?Eq'q^qR and Brahman, and those about the 

Brahman to Brahman. 

9. sic^qjJ3[^ would mean ‘ in each of these states ’ Cf, 

in Sutra 11 with here. 
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means because there is a statement in the 
Sruti to the contrary. Thus, means ^ because 

there is a statement in the Srutis that Brahman does nut 
differ in each of three or four states. ’ 3TcTl[5r5ncJ^ should mean 
3T¥r?5rs5;TI?^[^. The Sutrakara seems to refer to Cha. Upa. VIII. 
7 - 12 , This is the famous dialogue between and f? 5 [ 

whom accompanies in the first stage only. The Sutrakara 

has proved in Bra. Sir. I. 3, 14-21 that this passage deals 
with Brahman; Sutra I. 3. 18 refers to Gha. Upa. VIII. 12 . 
In this passage it is proved that the 5 ^ in the eye who 
is etc. is the same in the waking, dream- 

ing and deep sleep states ( Cha. Upa. VIII. 9, 10 and 11 
respectively ). In each of these states it is shown that the 
Supreme Being remains the same. Thus 

3 T?r 5 = 5 Ri^ ( = ) seems to refer to Cha. Upa. VIII. 

7-11. Cf. also qq ^ qRfStriqra ( in all the 

states, STrcT = a state as in ). Also in Cha. 

Upa. VIII. 11 . 3 Prajapati tells Indra that Brahman is the 
same ( qV qqt?q'l' 5 r^J 7 Tg[, ) when not in any of the three states 
f. e. when in the fourth state. Indra stays for five years more 
to get this knowledge. The same becomes mainfest in its 
own form when without a body ( Cha. Upa. VIII, 12 . 1-3 ). 

I 

10 . Sankara takes ‘ ^ ’ to mean the denial of his 
conclusion in Sutra 11 . i. e., “ ^ sT§r. ’’ But 

on the strength of the context the Sutrakara is shown by us 
to have meant “ tp;^q So, this seems to 

have been denied by the 'jqq^ by “ q, ” 

‘ ’ is interpreted by Sankara as “ Rjg'r % 

Sfirai: STiqTKi: ^qR^q% I ” and he refers to the various 

R[?jrs of the Upnisads. according to the context, should 

refer to the difference in Brahman due to the difference of states, 
as shown above, and in that case the reference would be to the 
Mandukya Upanisad passage mentioned in Note 1 above. 
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. is interpreted by Saiikara to mean “ 

this is cosistent with his explanation of in the preceding 

Sutra but inconsistent with the general sense of the Pada and 
-the probable reference in this Sutra to the Chandogya Upanisad, 
according to which should refer to sr%^?lT5rJ^ “ in each 

state.” Sankara rightly explains as but it 

should be the 3T^g[ of Brahman in all the four states taken singly. 

11. It should be noted that if the above interpretation 
of Sutras 11 and 12 be correct, we have here an important piece 
of information as to how the Mandukya Upanisad and Cha. 
Upa. VIII. 7-12 were interpreted in the days of the Sutrakara. 
It seems that the four states described in the Mandukya and 
the Cha. Upa. were believed to be real, and not illusionary, 
but while the Mandukya Upanisad was taken to mean that 
Brahman really differed according as It was in the three states or 
in the fourth and therefore it may be said to refer to the doctrine 
of difference in Brahman in these states; the Cha. Upa, was 
interpreted to understand the states to be not at all affecting 
Brahman or, in other words, as asserting Brahman to be the 
same in all its (real) states, thus demonstrating the doctrine of 
the sameness of Brahman in all the states. And this sameness 
means two-foldness. The asserted by the in Sutra 12 

was a reality ( not appearance ) and therefore the Cha. Upa. 
passage really differed from the Mandukya Upanisad in the 
doctrine about the states of Brahman.® 


Sutra 13 

12. srfq %^^-This seems to be a reference to a Sruti 
supporting the statement of Sutra 11. The argument 

Sutra 12 was refuted by the Sutrakara in 
in the same Sutra ( 12 ). Now, in Sutra 13 he 


5. As a result of this conclusion, the Gaudapada Karikas on 
the Maijdukya Upanisad do not seem to correctly represent the sense 
of the Upanisad. 
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J 

supports his own position by referring to a Sruti which says 
that belongs to the Supreme Being m all states at 

all times. Thus, the Sutrakara refers to a Sruti which says 
that that same Brahman which is is also simultaneously 

The reference is probably to Sve. Upa. III. 16-20:— 

%qcT: ^qJT?fcq II 1% II 

5r^0T II II 
+ + + + 
siqif^qr^ JIlifcIF ?! 5*J<iTt?q?E^: I 

^ flr =gr ?rfqif?cr qwf crffif^irq g^q qfT?crii ii I*** n 

3nift^;ofirqirqfcTt II n 

Thus, the same Brahman is both qtf^qt^ and srqif^rqr^. 
In other words. Brahman is at the same time both sr^qq^ 
and ^qqq^ without any reference to the different states. 

13. Sankara understands this Sutra also as an answer 
to the »|;4q^ “ q, ” in Sutra 12. But this seems to be 

impossible if we look to the method of the Sutrakara. First 
of all he makes a proposition, next he gives a ^J^q^ and its 
refutation, and then he generally gives a reference to a Sruti 
in support of his proposition. Thus, we find, Bra. Su. III. 8. 1 
contains the proposition, Sutra III. 3. 2-3 give the tjqq^ and 
its refutation, and Sutra III. 3. 4 gives the reference to the 
Sruti supporting the Sutrakara’s proposition. In the present 
case Sutra III. 2. 13 corresponds to Sutra III. 3. 4 so far as 
the method is concerned. For this reason Sutra 13 should be 
taken as referring to a text supporting the Sutrakara’s statement 
in Sutra 11.® 

Sankara gives a quotation from the Katha Upanisad and 
then adds “ qqiSfqsfq ” “ and so say the followers of another 


6. Refer to Chapter IX of Part H. 
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Branch also”. Generally the word in the Brahmasutra 

• I 

shows a reference to a Sruti the like of w'hich is not found 
in any other Branch of the Veda ( See in Sutras III. 4. 42, 
in IV. 1, 17, etc. ). If this is the convention adopted by 
the Sutrakara for proceeding with his argumentation, if this 
be correct, then both the Srutis quoted by Saiikara are out 
of place here. 

Sutra 14 

14. As this Sutra contains % and as it follows a 
reference ( to a Sruti ) made by the Sutrakara ( in Sutra 13 ), 
it would be likely that this Sutra is intended to explain that 
Sruti. When a rational argument ( Sutra 14 refers to no Sruti 
but presents only an argument ) follows an assertive statement 
in a . Sutra, that argument seems to hav'e been used to 
substantiate the Sutrakara’s view expressed in that statement. 
But when an argument follows a reference to a Sruti, the 
former seems to have been intended to explain primarily the 
latter, though ultimately it would also explain the main pro- 
position of the Sutrakara also. 

14a. The Sruti referred to under Sutra 13 says that 
Brahman is simultaneously both and It is 

and gjqrfoiqj^s etc., etc. In Sutra 14 the Sutrakara 
says that this is possible because Brahman is chiejiy and 

secondarily In other words, if Brahman were both 55:qq^ 

and in the literal sense, there would be a self-con- 

tradiction and then the Sruti in question would not be rationally 
explained. But such is not the case. Brahman is only 
because it is chiefly ar^qq?!^. And this is the inter- 
pretation of the Sruti ( Sve. Upa. III. 16-20 ). So on the 
strength of the Sruti one can say without being inconsistent 
that Brahman is simultaneously both 3T^qqt|^ and ^qqt|;_, as the 
Sutrakara himself does in Sutra 11. 

145. The Sruti ( ^ev. Upa. III. 16-20 ) declares Brahman 
to be both qrfojqt^ and srqif^qif; and the Sutrakara has 
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stated that It is primarily There was a Vedanta 

tradition in the days of the Sutrakara which was inclined to 
take this Sruti as declaring Brahman to be primarily 
( See Bra. Su. III. 20. 31-36 ) and thereby probably asserting 
that Brahman is only “ ?«iRcr« ” i. e., different states 

of Brahman explain the and sentences about 

Brahman, viz., the ^qqg;^ sentences should describe Brahman in 
the srPTRcT, and and the 3T^qqg[^ ones in . 

This view is explained and refuted in Sutras III. 2. 15-19. 

15. 3T;5:q5ig[~This is a very important Sutra for under- 
standing the Sutrakara’s conception of Brahman with the help 
of his own terminology. In Bra. Su. I. 2. 23 ( ), 

the Sutrakara argues that the topic of Mu. Upa. 1. 1. 6. is 
because of the presentation of His form in Mu. Upa. II. 1. 4. 
In this Sutra (III. 2. 14) we are told that Brahman is 
qq. Thus, a doubt would arise as to the Sutrakara’s view 
regarding the qiqq^Tl or snsq^xTi of Brahman. That doubt is 
solved by the present Sutra. Brahman, according to the Sutrakara, 
is both ST^gqqr^^ and ^qq?3(, but the is tlie principal 

aspect and therefore Brahman can he said to be si^qq^ only. 
By using the expression “ qvrqfeff ” ( Bra. Su. III. 2. 11 ), 
the Sutrakara has admitted that Brahman is both 3T^qqg(and ;5:qqg;^. 

15a. ^q — It is clear that according to the Sutrakara the 
Supreme Being is both ( Sutra III. 3. 14 ) and ?s;qq^ 

( Sutra 1. 2. 23--?iqVqfqngrjqr I ). The qq of Brahman which is 
meant in these expressions ( ?5:qtq?qi5Er, etc. ) is the 

;5:q of gigq. We have shown elsewhere^ that in Bra. Su. I. 3 
the Sutrakara’s chief argument in deciding the subject of a 
Sruti ( i. ,e., deciding whether the Sruti in question deals with 
the ST^qq^ or qqqq;^ aspect of Brahman ) is that the Sruti 
mentions the word Thus, gq^Vq^cqsqq^??! ( Sutra I. 3. 2 ) 
means ^^qsqq^ij in qqj q?:Rq=t: J^^qfq 

( Mundaka Upa. HI. 2. 8. ), f^%q;45q<^ ( Sutra I. 3, 13 ) is 

. 7. Vide Appendix on Bra. Su. I. 3. 
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in qt sR^i^r { Bra. 

Upa. V. 5 ), ( Sutra I. 3. 24 ) refers to in ST^gg^rfSi: 

g^: ( Katha Upa. IV. 13-14 ). The aspect is referred 

to by 5^qfi[?TI in g^qfgqr^irfjr^ W^-qm^TliTRIfi^ ( Bra. Su. III. 
3. 24; vide our interpretation ). Again in Bra. Su. I. 2. 26 

( ! ) the Sutrakara emphasizes 

the fact that the followers of one Branch of the Veda recite 
Brahman as g^q' and, according to Sankara, this very Sutra 

was read by a predecessor of his as g^fq^iqfq and 

it is explained by Saiikara as referring to qV 

g^qfq^ g^qSfcTs qf^?T ( Sa. Bra. X. 6. 1. 11 ) 
where the reading g^^qfqq occurs, which justifies the text of 
the Sutra known to Sankara’s predecessor. It is thus the 
^ of g^q stated in ^5r: cTllS 

^r: I qig: qrift q^qf liq il 

( Mu. Upa. II. 1. 4 ), which is meant by the Sutrakara 
( Sutra I. 2. 23 ). 


15h. In taking Brahman as possessed of these two 
aspects, 3T^qq^ or STgqqjqq and or gqqra^q, the Sutrakara 
seems to us to adopt or to follow a once prevalent Vedanta 
tradition which had already adopted the same attitude regarding 
the nature or aspects of Brahman as was done by Yaska in 
respect of the nature or aspects of the ^qqjs of the Bgveda. 
He clearly gives two g4q^s, viz., one holding that the dieties 
are gqqfqq and the other believing that they are STgqq^q-, 
and then he gives his own view that they are possessed of 
both the traits 


Our interpretation of the Sutras and the conclusion about 
the Stitrakara’s view regarding the nature of Brahman arrived 


8. pf. arqi^Rfq-^q i 

pqfqqr; i 

i ■ 


Nirukta VII. 6. 1. 


A3 


VII. 6. 2, 
vn. 7. 1 . 
VH. 7. 7. 
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at by us differ widely from the same propounded by Sankara, 
his predecessors and his followers. It is very likely that a 
doubt may be raised against our view on the ground that it is 
not corroborated by any Vcdantic tradition. We in reply submit 
that Yaska’s view about the nature of dieties supplies the 
source of the Sutrakara’s view about Brahman. Yaska also 
believed that it is one Atman only who is praised in various 
ways ( in as many ways as there are dieties ). In any case 
the Sutrakara’s view and that of Yaska are strikingly similar 
and therefore deserve to be compared with each other for the 
historical development of the former’s doctrine of the two 
aspects of Brahman. The introduction of the very word 
( Bra. Su. I, 2. 26 ) suggests an inkling on the part of the 
Sutrakara from Yaska’s view. Thus, this statement lends an 
authoritative support to the view expressed by us above. 

16. The Sutrakara says that the 

aspect is the principal aspect of Brahman so that we are 
justified in concluding that the aspect is the subordinate 

aspect of Brahman. 

The wordqgfH in this expression throws lighten the meaning 
of the same word (n^) in Siitra III 3. 11 

and the attributes which subsequently follow in series 
refer to the principal aspect of Brahman, i. e., to the ST^qgg;^ 
aspect. By sr^i»T the Sutrakara means the sj^qqg^ aspect of 
Brahman®, See also the reading instead of 

suggested by us in Bra, Su. HI. 3. 43. 

As regards the predominence of the 3755:qqg^ aspect over 
the i5:qqg^ aspect ( ‘ ’ ) Sutra III. 3. 44 says that the 

qqfH aspect of Brahman is “ more powerful ” ( 
because a majority of texts mentions that aspect ( 

— Su. lU. 3. 44 ). 

9. Tide -Mote on Bra. Su. III. 3. 11 
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. XT'. Saiikara interprets in the sense that 

Brahman is not at all ( sTin^tlT^BrcTsjF, 

«f ). He does this by explaining <r?STVii?rcgig[^ as “ 31^^55- 

” ( By. Upa. Eli. 8. 8 ) fc^JTT^f^ 

^r5!i!?cr!Csr«iRT^?q?!Tragif^ ‘ ct'g' 
trf^’ ( Bra, Su, L 1. 4 ) |. Thus, he takes “ 3T?^Jl»r5... 

as understood. For this 
addition to the Sutra there is no word in the Sutra itself nor 
is there any indication for the reference to Bra. Su. I. 1. 4. 
^ in should be taken as referring to a 

word in the Sutra itself rather than to f^a’q^fsT^rrcTr^er. 
Moreover, Saiikara does not take into consideration the word 
in Sutra 11,. which seems to us to suggest that the 
Sutrakara discusses the question of the application of the 
and sentences to Brahman and that for that 

reason ?TfSr«ii!TfWlr3[^ would mean “because the aspect is 

the principal one ( and the ^qq^ is the subordinate ).” It need 
hardly be said that Sankara does not notice the question of 
the consistency of this Sutra with Bra. Su. I. 2. 23 (^qVqfqMIir) 
and III. 3. 11 ( qqiq^q ). 

Sutra 15 

18. To us it appears that Sutras 15-18 form a 'J^q^ 
which is refuted by the Sutrakara in Sutra 19. This is proved 
by g in Sutra III. 2. 19 and by the fact that in Sutra II. 3. 
46 Brahman is decided to be not like light. The expressions 
and q^f^TISTqq^ in Sutras III. 2, 25 and 28 and 
the Sutrakara’s remarks there also prove our suggestion that 
Sutra III. 2. 25 is a 'ipq^^. In Sutras 15-18 an attempt 
is made by a ^qq^ to establish that the Supreme Being is 
like light in addition to its being ST^qqgt- This »|;qq%q; seems 
to believe that Brahman is equally ^qq?^^ and sr^qqq^ or that 
Brahman is primarily ^qq?^ and only in a ■ secondary sense 
if the argumemt ‘ the meaning we 

understand it to convey. Thus, the would be oqe 
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who regarded to be higher than grs?lTf> ( See infra Bra. 

Su. III. 2. 31 ). In Siitra II. 3. 46 ( ) it is 

said that ‘ the individual soul is like light etc., but the Supreme 
Soul is not like that. ’ This is the Siddhanta of the Sutrakara 
and it is established in Sutra III. 2. ID STcT^IR^Hl ). 

19. The seems to us to argue that if the 

Supreme Being were like ‘ light, ’ just as the individual soul, 
then the three states of waking, dreaming and deep-sleep would 
affect the Supreme Being, as they do the This is how the 
Sutras 15-19 belong to the same Adhikarana as Sutras 11-14. 

20. If Sutra 15 begins a under the 

what reading is better, ( Bhaskara ) 

or ( Sankara ) ? 

21. — If Brahman were declared to be principally 

formless ( ) and if at the same time it was denied to 

be like light ( i. e., of the nature of light ), It would be 

a meaningless principle. A principle which has no form 
can be understood to be an entity only when that principle 

is believed to be like light, otherwise it would be, to give a 

Sanskrit simile, like vandhyaputra. When Brahman is said 
to be by the the asserts that, in 

that case. Brahman can be an entity only if It is admitted to be 
like light. The intention of the in offering this argument 

is to nullify the conclusion drawn by the TH^rfcT by asserting 
that Brahman is “ only ” formless, viz.^ that Brahman is un- 
affected by the states. When a principle is like light, its 

would be only partial or secondary since, as the 
logicians ( ) believe, light has a brilliant form ( Cf. 

g# ^ I 19. ). Consequently the 3T^iTwg[^ 

Brahman would be and hence liable to change 

caused by states. 

is a rational argument to prove the of 

Brahman, while Sutras 16-17-18 give arguments based upon 
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th^ Scripture to prove the same. The Sutrakara’s reply is that 
Brahman is like ‘ light ’ but not of the nature of light ( ff 
cfsiR^ij^Sutra 19 ), so that it remains in its nature and 

therefore unaffected by the states. 

22. According to Sankara Sutra 15 begins a question 

about the interpretation of Srutis which describe Brahman as 
possessed of or ^q. “ ” means according to him 

“ sTq;n[T: m 

¥Tjq srf^qsnTw^ sif^qim I ( smrfq 

!T{%q?r^ sfiT^ir 3TT^r^f^5r^- 

q^ If l ” This is Sankara’s explanation of the 

way in which the illustration of srq;T50’ is to be applied to Brahman. 
“ srq-q'scqfg;^ ” “ is interpreted by Sankara as “ ttqTf^q^qqfqjf- 
^^flff%'??rnjrrqfq qt^qrifT vrra’sq'f^. ” Thus, according to Sankara, 
3T$q«qfg[^ refers to aiTfqqt:qf;^qi^qs, while the next Sutra ( 16 ) 
refers to fiff^tfqsl^Wf^qs. Sankara, thus, tries to draw from 
this Sutra the distinction between the ^qre^T sf^H and the %€r sf^fJ^. 
in his School. But we believe that the word ^«ri?r is used in the 
sense of a state and that qqjf^fqT^ is a intended to 

nullify the f^r^fficrq^’s argument of of Brahman ( because 

has a g^fg’^q). Moreover, in Bra. Su. II. 3. 46 (qqji^?Tfi%^- 
^K:) Brahman is clearly denied to be arqjf^qff^qg;^ while according 
to Sankara’s interpretation Sutra III. 2. 15 asserts Brahman to be 
since he takes it to be a The interdependence 

of these Sutras ( II. 3. 46 and III. 2. 15 ) does not strike Sankara 
because though he explains the simile in the same way in the 
same words in both the places, he makes a wide divergence 
regarding its application. In Sutra II. 3. 46 it is applied to the 
individual soul, while in Sutra III. 2. 15 to the Supreme Being. 
See also srqjr?5jtf^g[^and in Bra. Su. III. 2. 25 and 28. 

Sutra 16 

23. cfstn^rq;^ — “ And the Sruti declares Brahman to be only 
that” t. e. only light. In the preceding Sutra it is stated by the 

3 
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that the Supreme Being is like light, so it is likely that 
in this Sutra refers to a Sruti in which Brahman is said 
to be only light, e. g., sn'JTt 5t^ Br. 

Upa. IV. 4. 7 ), “ The released soul is Brahman only i. e. light,” 
This Sruti can be quoted to prove that Brahman is only light. 
Or, the Sruti in question may be Cha. Upa. III. 14. 2 in which 
Brahman is declared to be Vinsq “ of the form of brilliance.” Cf. 
also q?r ^sTfr ^qanfyrf^qu^ I in Cha. Upa. VIII. 12. 2. 

24. According to Sankara Sutra 14 deals with 

slirqi^qs, Sutra 15 with and 

again Shtra 16 refers to Moreover, in 

?rfJH5r, according to Sankara, stands for not for srqjisjr 

which is mentioned in the preceding Sutra. This is nothing 
but the violation of the context. Even Sankara’s interpretation 
of as IfcTf^r also suggests that he ought to have taken all 
these three Sutras as dealing with the ST^qgg^^ sniTS!;.' 

Sutra 17 

25. In the preceding Sutra the referred to a 

Sruti which described Brahman as only srqjn[r; now in this 
Sutra ( 17 ) he says that the Sruti shows ( by illustration ) and the 
Smfti states how Brahman is like light ( siq;i?tra[^-in Sutra 15 ). 

26. g[?5T?rf3 — The use of as distinguished from 

in this Sutra may show that the Sutrakara uses 
“ ” in the sense of “ 

27. probably refers to such a Sruti as 

“ 5r ^ 5T f ?Tt5?T?Tf?r: II 

( Katha Upa, V. 15; Sve. Upa. VI. 14; Mu, Upa. II. 2. 10 ). 
;5Tr^ refers to 

?r3[Ti^«r*T^ ii 

cr%3Tt II 

( Bha. Gi. XV. 12 ) 
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Both these texts show that Brahman is like light in the 
sense that it shares the nature of light. 

o 

28. Sankara does not associate and with 

Sutra 15, but he says that the Sruti and the Smrti 
show how Brahman is by describing Brahman by the 

method of elimination ( %% ). 

Sutra 18 

29. ‘ CfeT ’ means “ because Brahman is like light. ” 
The comparison of Brahman with the Sun, etc. is due to the fact 
that Brahman is like light. The Sun, the Fire, etc., are radiant 
objects, and Brahman being like light is compared with them. 

30. The Srutis which compare Brahman 

with the Sun and other radiant objects are referred to by 
this expression. 

( 1 ) i 

J#!T II 
( Katha Upa. V. 1 1 ) 

( 2 ) ^ srffr^«Tr I 

.orqi^cr?!! ^q fffcreqt II 

( Katha Upa. V. 10 ) 

( 3 ) c^cTc^jq qqr ?g^HlfqTqq;if|[^5;fl5^r: ^ W: I 

cTsjT^ifkfqqn fliqi: 5T3Tiq?% qq ^qtfqqffq ii 

( Mu. Upa. II. 1. 1 ) 

( 4 ) wra^qq^f^q^T i 

qff «n: 5EqiJ^i^iqci’Eq il 

( Bha. Gi. XI. 12 ) 

These texts are referred to under this Sutra not to 
demonstrate the ^q^q, sqfqqtq, etc., of Brahman but only to 
show that Brahman is like light because it is compared with 
the Sun, the Fire, etc» 
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If ‘ ’ in this Sutra means ‘ a number of Suns ’ ( 

)j probably some text like Bha. Gi. XI. 12 has been 
referred to in the Sutra. In this verse the light of Brahman 
is compared with that of a thousand Suns. This would also 
explain why wj is added to in the Sutra, a point not 

considered by commentators. 

31. Sankara explains ‘ si<r ’ as ‘ ?Tcr 

fprfl^’sr; 3T<r nsr. ’ Thus, he connects “ aTcI u:e[ ” 

in this Sutra with the Sruti he has quoted under Sutra 1C. 
And he says that the or comparison meant in the Sutra 

is the one which aims at the peculiarity of Brahman due to 
( i. e., not a real peculiarity ). This is how he brings 
in the question of the illusoriness of the of Brahman 

under this Sutra.' 

32. The fact that Sutra 18 refers to the comparison 

of Brahman with a number of Suns ( ) also shows that 
the here tries to prove that Brahman is like 

( Sutra 15 ) and that in Sutra 16 refers to arfn?a'- 

Sutra 19 

33. g-This word shows that a has preceded 

and that in this Sutra ( 19 ) that is refuted by the 

Sutrakara. To us it appears that this is given in Sutras 

15-18, as we have already stated above. The opponent tries 
to establish that the Supreme Being is like light and argues 
that then only the of Brahman will have a meaning. 

In support of this he quotes the Srutis and the Smftis which 
describe Brahman as light or compare it with light. The 
Sutrakara rejects this view in Sutra 19. 

34. q -The Supreme Being has not “ the 

characteristic of being so ” i. e. It is not light by nature. 

35; This gives the reason why the Sutrakara 

does not accept the view that Brahman is by nature 
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like light. He says, Brahman is not like light because It 
cannot be reflected like light in water. Radiant objects like 
the Sun, the Moon, etc., are reflected in water; but Brahman 
is not similarly reflected. Therefore, Brahman is not like light.^® 

This interpretation of Sutra 19 corresponds to what the 
Sutrakara says elsewhere in the Sutras regarding the sr^^Rgr 
of Brahman. Thus, it agrees with Sutra II. 3. 46 ( 

9^: ) and Sutras III. 2. 28-30 which first say that Brahman 
has the nature of light ( %5Ti?;c5[-III. 2. 28 ) and then refer to a 
denial of that view ( III. 2. 30 ) which is probably a reference 
to the Sutra under discussion ( Sutra III. 2. 19 ). 

( 36 ) For Saiikara’s view on this Sutra see Note ( 7 ) 
on Bra. Sii. III. 2. 20. According to him Sutra 19 is a 
and Siitras 20-21 give the 


( 10 ) Perhaps the Sutrakara bases his argument of 
on the story of and in Gha. Upa. VIII. 7-9. 
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Sutras 111. 2. 20-22 


( I 

( If git ^ I 

TRANSLATION 

[ The Supreme Being ] undergoes increment and 
decrement by becoming concealed. [ This is ] so, because 
of the propriety of [ explaining ] both [ increment and 
decrement of Brahman by Its concealing Itself ], 20 

and because the ^ruti shows it, 21 

because [ the ^ruti ] denies that the Supreme Being is 
“ only so much as is referred to in the topic in hand {prakria) ”, 
and then the Sruti says [ that It is something ] more. 
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NOTES 

Sutra 20 

1. Kegiarding the Adhikarana formed by Sutras 20-22 
see Note 12 under Sutra 21 and Note 16 under Sutra 22. 

2. After discussing whether the different states affect 

the Jiva or not, the Siitrakara discusses the same question 

with regard to the Para. The nature of the individual Soul 

so far as its inborn characteristics are concerned ( *, e. 

its ontology ) does not form part of the means of absolution 

( ) and has been therefore relegated to that chapter in 

which the Srutis about the creation of the world, etc. are 

discussed ( Bra. Su. II That part of the knowledge of 

the Jiva, viz,, its eschatology, which properly comes within the 

province of is dealt with in Bra. Su. III. 1 and III. 2. 

1-10. The knowledge of Brahman ( Bra. Su. III. 2. 11-4 1 ) 

and the details about the process of meditation on Brahman 

( Bra. Su. III. 3 ) are the most important part of the means 

of Moksa and therefore immediately follow the dicussion 
* » 

of the eschatology of the Jiva. In this connection it is 
worth noting that the statement of the knowledge of the Para 
begins with a discussion of the states of the Para because the 
discussion of the Jiva ends with that of his states. It is thus 
proper that after finishing the discussion of the states of the 
Para, the discussion of several other topics also connected 
with the states of the Para is taken up. And the first of 
these topics is about tivo out of the six states, viz., and 

11. The fact that the Sutrakara relegates the discussion of the 
ontology of the Jiva to the instead of giving it a place in 

the shows that he did not look upon 

WfT as the cardinal aphorisms ''-a fact which detracts 

much of the importance attached to them by Sankara. 
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3ItT^?r ( Yaska I. 1. 1. ) so far as Brahman is subject to these 
( Bra. Su. III. 2. 20-23 ). The purpose is to prove that 
and of Brahman are not due to the three states. 

3. — This expression would seem to mean 

and refer to the qR^iTirr of the Para, the Supreme 
Being. In Bra. Su. I. 4. 26 ( ’TKEniTtgi. ) the Sutrakara 

says that the qftoTrir of Brahman is such that the effect ( 
or ) is also Atman. The cause ( ) is Atman and 

the effect (qiT#) is also Atman (?r^cHR = 5 ^?TtIir^cI-Tai. Upa. ) 

But, the Sutrakara probably means two of the six states 
mentioned by Yaska, viz., 

II. 2. 2 ). Sankara in his Comm, on Bra. 
Sii. I. 1. 2 remarks 
3r?qi^«ti^5Tr?erRif^ 5Tf I ?iPEq;»TiTqfRi!rr^r g 
enters 

5i»Trfr ?T ittcTc ?egft??n?[rf%rr i ^rVcqffwIiT'iT:, 

sr^q'^, cT I Though Sankara here says that these 

three states ( qf^urm, srq^q ) are possible when the 

world has come into existence and continues to exist, it seems 
to us that the Sutrakara intends to consider them with respect 
to Brahman Itself. 

In the case of worldly objects, e. g., a jar, there is a 
production( ), then we talk of them as existing ( sif^cf ) 
then as fqqft«JTq% ” and subsequently in the case of worldly 
things we can explain how they increase and decrease ( 
and srq^q^ ) because in their case we also predicate a birth 
and death ( and i%q?;qf?r ). But in the case of Brahman 
there is no birth and death and It is existence Itself so that 
we cannot demonstrate as a state in Its case. The 

Sutrakara has said that the world is the qRorw of Brahman 
and has explained that qRoriq by saying that the effect ( *. e. 
the world ) of Brahman is also Brahman Itself. ( srtcir^: 

12. The Sutrakara seems to use in the sense in which it 

is used by Yaska. 
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*lR:«Jn*T(g;--Bra. Su. I. 4. 26 ). So he now explains only two 
states viz., Its development and decay and sub- 

sequent to Its changing Itself into the world ( Bra. Su. I. 1. 2 ). 

To take one example of 

and ]|rer of Brahman, each of the series of JRm 

upto snnr in Cha. XJpa. VII is declared to be 

Brahman and each succeeding member of the series is stated 
to be 3J5EIJ or “ more ” ( further developed ) than each preceding 
one. We may say that in this series the snnr is “ Brahman ” 
( i. e., transformation or modification of Brahman ) in which 
Brahman is least concealed. ( See Sutra II. 1. 20 where we 
believe srpiT is given as an example which illustrates how 
Brahman and its effects are identical-3i5rf?T ). Similarly, we may 
say that in that series is a modification of Brahman in 
which Brahman is most concealed. Thus, Brahman undergoes 
( e. g. in Its transformation as sn<Jr ) and ( e. g. 

in Its transformation as sniT ) by becoming concealed 
( i. e., latent, 3 I?cTVtN )• 

The application of of Brahman to the series 

of ?rw, ^tc., is suggested to us by the of Sutra 22. 

But we may also illustrate the same by considering srnura, 
etc., as effects of Brahman. 

Accordingly, when srr^RT, and (Cf. Tai. 

Up. II. 1 and Cha. Upa. VI. 2 ) are created, we must say that 
each of these elements is “ Brahman ” ( i. e., a transformation 
of Brahman ), and since each succeeding member in the 
series is grosser or more degenerate ( Brahman becomes 
) than each preceding one, we must say that in it 
Brahman becomes more and more concealed according to 
the Sutrakara. 

So, when there is a series in which Brahman is more 
developed ( ) e, g., in that of Cha. Upa. VIE ( ;Ttfr upto 

4 
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STfOT ), Brahman is less and less concealed and when there is 
a series in which Brahman is more degenerate ( 
in the series of Tai. TJpa, II. 1 or Cha. Upa. VI. 2, we must 
say that Brahman is more and more concealed. 

Thus, and can be properly explained, says the 
Stitrakara, as due to Brahman becoming concealed ( sTfcTwrfgr ). 

In the case of would be due to conglo- 

meration of srgs and to the division of the effect into its 
parts ( G. f. I Vaisesika 

Sutra VII. 1-9, See Sa. Bhasya on Sutra II. 2. 11 ). The 
Sainkhyas say that when develops into the world, there 

is growth ( ) and that growth is rather due to the srarT«f 

revealing itself more and more, and that when the world 
dissolves itself, the sr^R conceals itself more and more and 
returns to the state of equipoise when none of its characteris- 
tics is manifest. The Siitrakara looks upon the states ( of 
increment and decrement ) following the chang-e of Brahman, 
from a different stand-point and says that hoth are due to 
Brahman becoming concealed. 

5. in should refer to and 

The Sutrakara seems to mean that both the and of 
Brahman can be explained properly by the point of view that 
they take place by reason of Brahman becoming concealed 
(3tf?T¥lfw). If some one says that Brahman becomes manifest or 
reveals some of its traits when It creates the world, the Sutrakara 
would say that this self-manifestation ( ) is nothing 

but a comparatively lesser degree of concealment ( ). 

This would be so particularly when we consider that Brahman 
by Itself is All ( Upa. VII, 23—24 ). Whenever It 

becomes anything or undergoes a change and subsequently 
appears to be increasing or decreasing, it is nothing but 3Trcr*r|^. 

5a. ^¥R-To us the Sutrakara seems to use the word 

because it is likely that a Vedantin would take of 
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Brahman as due to Its becoming concealed but Its as due 
to Its becoming revealed, just as the followers of Samhhya 
would do in the case of sr^R changing itself into the world 
and therefore the Sutrakara sounds a note of warning to a 
Vedantin by asking him to interpret both and ]|tg[ of 

Brahman as due to concealment, probably in the way in which 
we have explained these above, viz., is a lesser degree of 
concealment and a greater degree of concealment. It is 
not one ( ) but both of these two ( and ) which 

can be, in the case of sr^q[., explained as due to 

Brahman is possessed of ajors ( e. g., )> 

which are manifest when Brahman is in its original state i. e., 
even before the creation takes place, unlike ST^R in which no 
jjots are manifest ( except in the sense of and 

being its constituents ). Thus, in the case of it is 

the concealment ( of concioushess and bliss ) which would 
make Brahman transformed into Its effects, while in the case 
of the sr^R would be transformed into only 

when its various ajars not manifest in its become 

manifest. 

6, The word occurs also in Bra, Su. II. 3. 53 

where, it seems to us, we are told 
that the individual soul is only a likeness of the Supreme 
Being ( i. e., His likeness minus His powers ) not because of 
the 6ruti teaching ( s^?[r ) him to be so ( through the reflection 
of Brahman ), e. g., in the Hatha Upanisad, but because of the 
concealment of Brahman. 

Therefore, Brahman conceals Itself and thereby becomes 
both and 

13, See Bra. Su. II. 1.80, need not be changed to 

( See Sankara ) thus reducing the actual possession of powers to only 
latent powers; see II. 1. 37 also. 
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6a. In Sutra III. 2. 5 ( ?r<Tt 

) the Sutrakara has explained how the concealment 
[ of the real form ] is the cause of the bondage of the soul ; 
therefore, it is likely that in this Sutra ( III. 2. 20 ) he explains 
how “ concealment ” is the cause of and of Brahman. 

7. It should be noted here that before Sankara there 

was already a oommentory on the Brahmasiitra which held 
that the conscious Brahman became the cause of the inanimate 
world by concealing Its attribute of consciousness. Sankara 
mentions this view as the view of in his 

commentory on Bra. Su. II. 1. 4 and he partly accepts that 
view as an interpretation of ( Tai. Upa. 

II. 6. 1 ) under Sutra II. 1. 6. 

8. Sankara takes Sutra 19 as a against the conclu- 

sion established in Sutra 18 as we have already stated under 
Note 36 of the preceding Adhikarana. He interprets Sutras 
20-21 as a reply to that 

According to Sankara’s interpretation the opponent argues 
in Sutra 19 that the illustration of the reflection of the Sun 
in the water does not apply to Brahman, because Brahman 
cannot be understood “ like that ” and he points out the 
dissimilarities in the illustration and the illustrated. In the 
former the Sun, etc., have a material form and the leater is 
perceived to be different from the Sun and is also possessed 
of a material form. But, Atman has no material form, nor are 
different from Atman. Thus, Sankara overlooks the 
fact that in the Brahmasutra the word g is generally used for 
the purpose of the refutation of a ^ud that ^ 

should mean ?t in accordance with the context of 

the preceding Sutras ( 15-18 ) ; he interprets srig as 
while the Sutra mentions only 3155. means, 

according to Sankara, can be pereieved while the Atman 
cannot be pereieved but the non-perception of the -^rf^s Rs 
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different from Atman is not stated in the Sutra itself. Moreover, 
Sankara has already explained Sutra II. 3. 50 ( 3TT*n^ g’ ) 
as stating how the individual soul should be understood to be 
a reflection of q?: like the reflection of the Sun in water 

( gq ^qj q?:fricJTqt gcS^qgi^qtSrfqqgsq: ). Therefore, 

it is not possible that a tj^q^r on the same subject and a 
refutation of it would recur in Sutras HE. 2. 19-20. 

9. Sankara finds a refutation of the above ^q^ in 
Sutra 20. ff|[j|rg«iq?qiT?cwfqig[^ Sankara says that the reflection 
of the Sun being inside the water, undergoes increment and 
decrement, but the Sun really undergoes no change. As we have 
shown, the ^§q^ of Sutras 15-18 is refuted by the Sutrakara 
in Sutra 19. Sutra 20 has nothing to do with Sutra 19. 
There is no mention of either of or in Sutra 20. The 

in Sutra 20 should refer to the of 

Brahman, and being two out of the six states mentioned 
by Yaska, should be explained here as in Sutra 

II. 3. 53 i. e. as Sankara says, “ q g 

crgicqjTf^q but in fact the Sun does not seem to change 
illusorily even, and the ’J^q^ also would not be so foolish 
as to say so, because it is the refection of the Sun which 
really changes. Sankara takes q?fiq as referring to sit??r 
and but in the Sutra itself there is hardly any 

reference to any illustration ; rather on the strength of strictly 
following the context, qqq should mean and ( of 

Brahman ). The word ggrwlq is explained by Sankara as 
There is no mention of even in any of the 
preceding Sutras. We have already given above the reasons for 
interpreting sT^crq^q as becoming concealed; see also infra. 

Sutra 21 

10. This Sutra gives a reference to a Sruti in which 
gfcTVlfq of Brahman is mentioned in order to explain 
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Such a ^ruti seems to us to be ?T5E’R' f sn 
jT?gi;r5qg ^srjsTcf: 3Tf?ir?r5 triot struct 3ii5rT?ircr: ^rr^nfr 

STRJTcT^^ STTcTT^ STiq STIcTTcT STlf^JTfgf^^tTTl^IcTTcftS^TTlrJTcfr ^T^cTTcft 
fifiTRTncncft «5rT»mi?JTciffer'5rJTRJTcT: sncRcrl' w shctt^ 

^UTRTfclV STTHRTTcft: Tr!=^T SfRIT^: ^TTt'l^rRTTcT li ( Cha. 

Upa. VII. 26. 1 ). 

The Sutrakara refers to “ 3lTciT3': STT^nf^R^VTTt^t ” from 
this passage. He considers only the to be the cause 

of and undergone by Brahman. Not rarely does the 
Sutrakara accept only a part of a Sruti as valid while rejecting 
at the same time the other portion. Thus he rejects 

while he accepts 3n»Tf? as an attribute useful in the 
meditation on ar^R or sr^T^T. ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 12 ). He 

also rejects the Katha Upanisad view that is higher than 
3T5?I^ or sr^q^ici;^ st^rq;^ ( Bra. Sti. III. 3. 31 ). He rejects the 
Mindukya Upanisad view of in favour 

of the Cha. Upa. view that Brahman is the same in ail the 
states (III. 2. 11-18). So, the R^tV^TR mentioned in this ^ruti is 
the self-concealment of Brahman which makes itself subject 
to development and decrease. “ siRW^t ^TiRTrNf^'CtTTT^ ’’ is 
preceded by snnr, stt^ri, arfwn^T, and giR: which are 
mentioned in Cha. Upa. VII. 15, 14, 13, 12, 11, and 10 

respectively, and is followed by sr^T, ^^R, few, 

TT!T5, , RTT, ( TT5R and gjirlfe ) which are mentioned in 
Cha Upa. VII. 9, 8, 7, 6, 5, 4, 3, 2, and 1 respectively. Thus 
“ sttcTTcT; ” seems to have been placed almost 

mid-way between these topics in order to explain the creation 
of these effects of Brahman. The word STfcTTlt^ of Bra. Su. 
III. 2. 20- and the sentence “ ST^tfe W ”, ( which is 
an expression almost verbally indentical with that in Cha. 
Upa. VII. 1-15 ) in Sutra III. 2. 22 suggest that Sutra 

III. 2, 21 refers to fe^t«TR in Cha. Upa. VII. 22. 1. 

That the Sutra contains the word STR^lfe in place of the 
word fe^tTTT^ ip the ( Cha. Upa. VII, 22. I ) does 



Bea. Sa. m. 2. 20-22 


81 


not detract from the value of our interpretation, because the 
Sutrakara not unfrequently uses in his Sutras a synonym of 
the original word in the Sruti in question. Thus, he uses srrapC 
for STRiRr ( Sutra I. 3. 10) and for qif ( Bra. Su. I. 1. 24 ). 

In the preceding Shtra the of Brahman, ( e. g., in the 
Si’ll form of Brahman ) was also explained as of 

Brahman. Thus, the Sutrakara has taken STfi^Jlfer ( o. g. 

of Brahman in ST'ir) as the same as aT?cr«rf^ in a different 
degree “ because of the propriety of explaining both by Brahman 
becoming concealed. ” Thus, this Sutra may be interpreted, 
as we do, as referring to a Sruti in which both and 

are mentioned. The next Sutra ( 22 ) is a clear 
evidence for the exactness of the f^?Tsrrf5T of this Sutra (21) 
suggested by us. It is, therefore, in complete harmony with 
the interpretation of aircwfcj ( as explaining also ) in the 
preceding Sutra ( 19 ) that this Sutra ( 20 ) should refer to a 
Sruti with the expression “ ” 

11. According to Saiikara ‘ refers to a Sruti in 

which the entrance ( STfcT^TR ) of into the body, etc., 

is mentioned. But it is not clear how can be taken 

as equivalent to ( 

12. According to a predecessor of Sankara quoted by 
him Sutras 11-14 form one Adhikarana and Sutras 15-21 
from another, Saiikara says that he himself is responsible 
for making only om Adhikarana of these two Adhikararias. 
As there is g' in Sutra 15, there is no doubt that that Sutra 
does not begin a new Adhikarana. But Sutra 20 seems 
to have no connection with Sutra 19, as we have already 
shown. Therefore Sutras 11-19 seem to have originally formed 
one Adhikarana. 

f 

Sankara’s predecessor understood Sutras ll-14as discussing 
whether Brahman was or and Sutras 

15-21 whether Brahman was or or both. Sankara 
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takes Sutras 11-14 as establishing that Brahman is^ 
and Sutras 15-21 as explaining the Sankara 

differs from his predecessor ordy so far as the interpretation 
of the meant for is concerned; but 

as to the f^or^%s and the they are at one. 

Thus, the predecessor of Sankara also seems to have 
neither a correct tradition about the interpretation of in 
SutrB 11 or of siiJRT in Sutra 15, nor a correct division 
of the Adhikaranas, if, as we suggest, Sutras 20-22 form an 
independent Adhikarana. 

Sutra 22 

13. ^ shows that this Sutra gives as argument for the 
statement in the preceding Sutra ( 21 ). Thus, Sutra 22 is 
like Sutra 14 which also explains the Sruti referred to in 
Sutra 13. 

14. and show that this Sutra refers to a 

Sruti ; and “ *31 ” at once reminds us of 

cTPflr l and exactly similar passages 

which occur in Cha. Upa, VII. 1-15. So it is very likely 
that this Sutra ( 22 ) refers to that Cha. Upa. text. 

15. “ ff ” seems to refer to such 

sentences as STITjft sj?! JTITJTt qTT^ in 

each of the sections of Cha. Upa. VII. 1-15. srfptg-tgTqril, means 
“ ” *. e., “ the fact that Brahman is ( only ) 

so much ( t3C?rra^_ ) as is the topic in consideration ( sr|5?r ) and 
nothing more. ” In each of these sections denies 

that Brahman is only only etc., in so far as his reply 
to JTR^’s question regarding there being any form of Brahman 
“ more ” ( i e. more developed ) than the topic in discussion, 
is in the affirmative. Each of WT^, ffJT:, etc. is said to be 
Brahman and is to be meditated upon as such. 

16. Each of sntT, otc, is said to be Brahman; each 
succeeding one is more developed than each preceding one. 
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BraKtnan is all these ( which are effects of Brahman ), and 
each preceding effect of Brahman is less developed than each 
succeeding one. This shows that Brahman conceals itself to 
a certain extent to become each of these. When the conceal- 
ment is less, the form of Brahman is superior or higher, in 
other words, Brahman is more developed in it, and when 
more, the form resulting is inferior or lower, in other words, 
Brahman decreases in it. Thus, both and of Brahman 
are dependent respectively upon less and more concealment 
of Brahman Itself. Therefore, this same series illustrates 
both the and of Brahman, is superior to 

( Cha. Upa. VII. 10-11 ), because in Brahman is less 

concealed than in STlcfs. According to the Sutrakara 
and smj; and every of Brahman are Brahman, as is 
stated in this Sruti ^ Cha. Upa. VII ), and also in many other 
Srutis. Brahman in the form of water " decreases more ” 
than Brahman in the form of light, because in the former 

Brahman is more concealed than in the latter. The same 

rule is to be applied to the other forms of Brahman 
such as etc., which are not mentioned in Cha. Upa. VII. 

The concealment expressed in Cha. Upa. VII. 26 by the 

word with reference to JTror, (to., upto and 

) is, according to the Sutrakara, illustrated and 

explained in Cha. Upa. VII. 1-15. This is how Sutra 23 

seems to us to explain Sutra 21. The of “ Brahman 

being only as much as ?n?r, ^tc. and the statement of there 
being another principle identical with Brahman, which is 
“ more ” than the preceding one proves that Brahman 
assumes all these superior and inferior forms owing to 

different degrees of concealment. This is how the Sutrakara 
seems to interpret the Sruti. 

15a. The Sutrakara gives Sutra 22 in order to explain 
the Here the Sutrakara seems to interpret 

s 
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from his own stand-point the Cha. Upa. text in order to show 
how Brahman is all things in the world. 

16. Thus, the of Sutra 20 is supplied by a Sruti 

referred to in Sutra 21 and that Sruti is explained by the 
statement of Sutra 22. This shows that Sutras 20-22 form 
an independent topic or A.dhikarana. This would prove that 
Sutra 20 begins an Adhikarana and is not related directly 
with Sutra 19. ‘ g ’ in Sutra 19 and absence of ^ in Sutra 20 

also go to prove the commencement of a new Adhikarana. 
The connection o£ the Sruti referred to in Sutra 22 with that 
in Sutra 21 shows that Sutra 22 is a part of the same Adhi- 
karana as Sutra 21, and does not begin an Adhikarana as is 
understood by Sankara. 

17. According to Sankara this Sutra begins a new Adhi- 
karana, as noted above. He takes this Siitra as referring to 
Br. Upa. II. 6. 6, viz^ “ 3isiiT?r; 

srioit | 

The Sutra, says Saiikara, discusses the topic ( ) of 
negation in He says that >£3 ^ negatives 

i. e. the two ^qs, and mentioned in Br. Upa. II. 6. 

1-5 (ST^ 5t%q 5rsf‘ 

Thus, Saiikara does not take into consideration 
‘ ’ in in the Sutra. ‘ q^criq^q ff ’ 

would mean that the Sruti negatives the fact that [ Brahman ] 
is only this much as is the subject in hand ( and not more ); 
this would ultimately mean that [ Brahman ] is more than this. 
By dropping the sense of “ ” Sankara has brought out 

quite a different sense from what it would have been otherwise. 
It comes to this that by ‘ cqq;.' the Sutrakara simultaneously 
accepts loth, viz.. Brahman is the (the topic in hand ) 
and also “ more ” than that; while Sankara by dropping the 
sense of the termination ‘ ’ asserts only the existence of 

that which is “ more. ” Also “ g- ’» shows 



Bra. Su. III. 2, 20-22 


35 


that “ ” means the inclusion of “ more ” rather 

than the exclusion of the matter in hand ( ). There is 
no word in the Sutra which would suggest a reference to the 
of Sankara ( Bp. Upa. II. 6. 6 ). Moreover, no ques- 
tion as to the topic of negation is likely to arise regarding 
that Sruti, because is explained as “ ‘ rf = 

( i. e, not indeed ( other higher ) than 

this ( exists ), therefore ( ), ‘ Sankara’s interpretation 

in which he adds ‘ ^ 

) and explains as JT jsi: 

can hardly be accepted as a literal explanation of 
the Sruti in question. ‘<icrj ’ in the Sutra, means ‘ cT^iTRl^ 
according to Sankara ; means “ after that negation. ” 

And he refers ‘ cTcft ^ ’ to ‘ 3T??Tf<TO?f?cT ’ in Bp. 

Upa. II. 6. 6. 

Sankara explains the Sruti in a different way also, in 
which ‘ ’ in the Sruti refers to 3TI^|5^ instead of to 

g^ori. In this case sT^flr ^ ^=*1! is to be taken as 

referring to snoTT ^ 

Sankara’s conclusion from the argument in the Sutra 
( viz., STf|[%^ 5IWl^ra?3T5T fr?I'S?I^R5 ) would 

show that the Sutra ought to have been at the very beginning 
of the book, had it the meaning Sankara sees in it. 
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Sutras HI. 2. 23-30 

{R\) f| I 

( ) 3rf^ I 

( V\ ) I 

( fi mw% i 

( ^vs ) I 

) 5r^i^T?ii^?^3:T I 

( I 

( I 

TRANSLATION 

IT is the Unmanifest, because the Sruti says so; 23 

and [ it remains the Unmanifest ] even when realized 
in ecstacy of the meditator according to Sruti and Smrti ; 24 

and there is no differentiation [ in Brahman ] as in 
the case of light, etc . ; and light [ is realized ] by repeated 
practice of the act [ of seeing ] ; 25 

[ Purvapaksa ] — From this [ Unmanifest ] [ the released 
soul goes to and unites] with the Infinite [/.<?. Purusa], 
because there is indicatory sentence to that effect ; 26 

[ Siddhanta ] — But Brahman .is like the serpent and 
also like its coil, because of the mention of both [ the 
Unmanifest and the Infinite ] ; 27 

or, it is [ two-fold ] like light and its source, because 
of Its characteristic of being light ; • 28 

or, rather as in the former [ illustration ] ; 29 

and because of the negation [in KathaUpa. VI. 9]. 30 



NOTES 

Sutra 23 

1. It seems to us that this Sutra begins a new Adhi- 

karana. There is f|; in Sutra 22, which shows that it is to be 
connected with the preceding Sutra. There is no g" or any 
other adjunctive in Sutra 23 to connect it with Sutra 22. On 
the contrary, there is a proposition in it, viz., followed 

by an argument ( ) ; so it seems to begin a fresh Adhi- 

karana, like Sutras III. 2. 1, III, 2. 31, III. 2. 38. 

2. Brahman is the Unmanifest or Brahman is an 
unmanifest principle. Other principles in Vedanta are manifest; 
Brahman alone is unmanifest. The Smrti like Bha. Gi. VIII. 
18-21 mentions two srs^f^s, but the Sutrakara , admits only one 

viz., the q?; of Bha. Gi. VIII. 20, the lower 

which is the principle called srf:% is identified by the Sutra- 
kara with Brahman itself ( Vide Sutra I. 4. 23 fit )• 

3. STlf — Sruti mentions only one srsq'Tfj viz., the qc 

SToq^ of the Bha. Gi. Thus, the Katha Upa. says : — 

qr:: i 

qt qsTBT >1 

( Ka. Upa. III. 11) 

And further on, the same Upanisad mentions the sisiitU 
as follows: — 

( Ka. Upa. III. 15 ) 

This verse shows that the principle called and said 

to be Jdgher than is Brahman. The Sutrakara seems to 
draw attention to the Katha text by particulary saying “ srif % ”, 
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4. Sankara quotes several Srutis, in none of which the 

word occurs. The reason why he does not quote the 

Katha ^ruti in which the very word 3T5 ?ItK' occurs seems to us 
to be his explanation of Bra. Su. I. 4 1-7. 

Sutra 24 

5. 3ifq ^ — Brahman is the Unmanifest, but some one may 

think that it may become manifest ( ) in the meditation 

of a seeker. But the Sutra kara says that even in the medita- 

tion when Brahman is realized, It is realised as the Unmanifest. 
It always remains the Unmanifest. So Brahman is the Un- 
manifest and remains the same also in the ecstacy or propitiation 
of a devotee. 

6. — Instead of using the usual word 3Tr?:ivi5T the 

Siitrakara uses the word Why ? ( Also see infm Note 8. ) 

i 

7 . — The Sruti shows that even in meditation when 

Brahman is realised, it remains as the Unmanifest. The 

Sfitrakara may be referring to a Sruti like Ka, Upa. IV. 1, 
which is quoted by Sankara. ‘ The wise one sees the inner 
Self tvith his eyes closed \ The tact that Brahman is seen ‘ with 
eyes closed ’ proves that Brahman remains stsq'TK even in 
the meditation. Brahman can not be seen or realised like 
manifest things. 

8. — This seems to be a reference to such a Sm^ti 
text as follows : — 

ii ( Bha. Gi. vil. 24 ) 

Verse 22 of Bha. Gi. VII which preeeds this verse refers 
to propitiation ( STTOVR ) of deities. So, verse 24 also should 
be taken as referring to and as saying that even in 

( Of- of the Sutra ) the Lord remains 

but ignorant people take him to be 



Bea. Se. HI. 2. 23-30 


In the eleventh Adhyaya of the Bhagavadgita ( verse 8 ), 
was shown by the Lord His own celestial form but before 
that he was given celestial eyes and was told that it was not 
possible to see the Lord with his own eyes. This also shows 
that Brahman is ‘ not manifest ’ to the eye of the 

human being. 

Thus, Brahman is srsq'rB ( Sutra 23 ) and remains 
even in propitiation or ecstacy when it is realised, according 
to Sruti and Smyti. 

9. Sankara says that at the time of propitiation Brahman 
is seen by the devotee or the yogin. He takes ‘‘ sffq in the 
sense of “ but ” which is never the sense of srfq. The force 
of seem to us to be that by nature Brahman is Unmani- 
fest ( Sutra 23 ) and also in meditation It remains the same. 

The next Sutra also supports this view. 

Sutra 25 

10. This Sutra makes two statements, and it seems to 
us that the first statement is intended to explain how Brahman 
can be the unmanifest principle and the second how Brahman 
can remain srsji'tf? even in propitiation or meditation. 

11. Brahman is without any difference 

in itself ( ) or without any internal diflference ( ), 

just like light, etc. A thing which is has got some 

differentiation, i. e., internal difference, whereby its parts can 
be distinguished and the object can be said to be manifest. 
Brahman is 3 TS?TtE ( and impartite ). This is the way in which 
the unmanifestness of Brahman is to be understood. In light 
there is no distinction ; light is the same wherever it falls and 
it is not possible to distinguish parts or shape in light. 
Brahman is in the sense in which light, etc., are 3 TS?ItIT. 

11a. ‘ — is an explanation of Sutra 23 

while a[fj{?[rsr explains Sutra 24. 
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12. explains how Brahman 

remains sts^tU even in meditation. sispRT can be gazed at through 
repeated practice in the act of seeing it. Thus, when by long 
practice one is able to gaze at the Sun or Sun-light, it is visualised 
to be also unmanifest or without any distinction ( ) in itself. 

Similarly Brahman is realized in propitiation. Brahman is a 
reality and, therefore, it is realized, but the realization does not 
make Brahman or manifest ( visible to the physical eye ). 

13. in seems to refer to such things in 

which there is no distinction ( ). Such things are 
perhaps etc. Perhaps the following verse from 

the Sve. Upa. may be useful here : — 

( Sve. Upa. II. 11 ) 

The word ar^i^r in the Sutra may be taken to correspond 
to the word STtfST in this verse. In Brahman there is no 
as there is none in 5^, ST^, etc. 

Therefore, Brahman is STS^rar. 

14. According to Sankara Sutra 25 discusses whether 

the individual soul and the Supreme Soul are different because 
in Sutra 24 they are referred to as the propitiator and the 
one to be propitiated in so far as propitiation or is 

mentioned in it. It would be very strange if such a question 
would be taken up here. The question of the identity of the 
soul with q?:JTrFlT!I. is discussed in Bra. Su II. 3. 28-82 and 
should be discussed properly in Bra. Su. II. 3, because that 
Pada discusses such questions as the sfter being an of 

God, a likeness of God, etc. But Sankara finds it discussed 
or hinted not in that Pada at all but in other places in the 
Brahmasutra, such as Sutta II. 1. 22, III. 2. 27. 

Sankara takes 9ir^i5[r, ete. by sjiff and adds ( ?r«rT 

) There is no 
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justification in the Sutra for this addition. is interpreted by 


him as Thus he makes out 

a plural number out of the singular of and gives quite a 
novel sense to the word. To us it appears that means 

action corresponding to the action of mentioned in the 

preceding Sutra, Instead of connecting and srw^Tt^, 

Sankara completes the sentence by adding 
after and he takes 3!¥?Ti^g[^ separately as meaning 





Sutra 26 

15. ‘ 3TrT: ’ seems to refer to STSqfxS:, the topic of this 
Adhikarana, And, as there is g in the following Sutra, this 
Sutra seems to be a 

16. ‘ 3T5T: ’ seems to mean “ from this srs^r^, one 

is united with the Infinite. ” 

17. asrr fl — This is a reference to a Sruti in which 
( referred to by stcT? ) and STTTfcT are mentioned. The 

reference seems probably to have been made to 

55r II 

Katha Upa. VI. 8. 

in the Sutra stands for sqjqq; in this verse. The 
Sutrakara often makes such changes ( Vide Note 10 on Sutra 
21, PP. 30-31). In this verse it is stated that who is omni- 
present ( sqrqqi ) is higher than and that by knowing 

him one gets immortality. So the opponent in Sutra 26 seems 
to argue that from the Unmanifest {^i) one reaches or unites 
with the 3t»i5?r or according to this Sruti, Sutra 26 uses 

ST^IrfT as a name and the word iu the next Sutra ( 27 ) 

also shows that by aRfcT some name ( 5^ who is siTjqq; ) is 
meant in Sutra 26. As will be clear from our interpretation 


6 
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of Sutras 27-30, the view of this Sutra seems to have a 

threefold implication : ( 1 ) that from there is a further 

progress to ( 2 ) that has a form ( a fact admitted 

by the Sutrakara ) and, therefore, he is and ( 3 ) that 

sJlT^ is not gTcTfcT or sq'iq^. The first and last implications 
are discussed by the Sutrakara in Sutras III. 2. 31—36 and 
III. 2. 37, and the middle one in Sutras III. 2. 27-30. 

17«. For Sankara’s view on Sutra 26 see infra Note 22. 

Sutra 27 

18. g shows that this is a and the preceding 

Sutra a 

19. The Sutrakara seems to mean that 

Brahman itself its called sjorrig; and also ( lit. ) ; both 

are the names given to the Supreme Being. 

20. — Brahman is like siff, the serpent, and 

like the coil of a serpent. When we use the word 

we do not refer to any form or figure or posture of the serpent 
in particular, but when we use the word we refer to the 

coiled form of a serpent. Thus, though the two different 
names are used, the individual is one and the same. 

The Sutrakara argues that as in the above example, STsqgi 
and are two names of the same Brahman. The difference 
between the exact significance of the two names is like that 
between and Thus, the attainment of 5^ is not 

different from that of sjsqgj 5 either is the attainment of Brahman. 

21. Sutra 27 seems to have been referred to by Sutra 
III. 3. 8. 

22. ‘ stci: ’ in Sutra 26 does not refer to according 

to, Sankara who interprets it as “ 

^ and are not at all mentioned in th§ 
preceding Sutras and therefore cannot refer to them. 

Sankara quotes a Sruti in which neither srsqgj ( referred to 
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by 3T?r: ) nor or its equivalent ( e. g. ) is found. 

He also adds “ q^q^cfr ^1^3% ” after 3 R% 5 f, as we do owing 

to the instrumental singular form of 3 TSi%?r» 

I 

Sankara does not take Sutra 26 as a as is suggested 

by g in Sutra 27. 

23. According to Sankara this Sutra gives another view 

regarding the relation of the worshipped and the worshipper 
( ). Inspite of g in this Sutra Sankara does 

not interpret this Sutra as a refutation of any ‘ ’ 

according to him refers to ( 1 ) the statement of ^ between 

and and ( 2 ) the statement of between the 

same. We have already stated that this topic is discussed in 
Sutra III. 3. 28-32, Sankara explains the example of 
very briefly in the words “ ^rsarri^cW^; 
g ” ( Vide Note 29 under Sutra 29 ). 

Sutra 28 

24. This Sutra refutes in another way the that 

from gTsqirR a meditator unites with the srqifcr or S5g|q^ i. e. 
expressed in Sutra 26. 

25. The Sutrakara seems to say that is like light 

and g^q is like the resort of light; thus, for example, the two 
are like the light of the Sun and the solar orb in which the light 
is centred. In Sutra 25, the is compared with light. 

26. “ Because Brahman is of the nature of 

light The Cha. Upa. explains Brahman to be ( Cha, 
Upa. VIII. 6. 3-g§r itq ^ ). There are other Srutis which 

also show that Brahman is of the nature of light. ( See the 
Srutis and Smrtis quoted under Sutras 16-18 ). Thus, because 
Brahman is of the nature of light, we may say that is light 
and gqq is a resort of light. Thus, the two are not different. 

27. Sankara explains srq;i5EJI«rqsiFcr as qgr arqirqr: 

«rqcT qqfnilfq I ( See Note 29 on Sutra 29 ). 
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Sutra 29 

28. In Sutra 29 the Sutrakara shows his preference for 
the analogy mentioned in Sutra 27. The Supreme Being is like 
srfc and like because it is called 3T5?i^ and 55 ^ respec- 
tively, the one being and the other In Sutra 

28 the analogy of and its was given on the ground 

that Brahman is of the nature of ^31^; but the Sutrakara has 
already said that Brahman is not of the nature of because 
it cannot be reflected like in water ( Sutra 19 above ), 

Brahman is described in Sruti and Smyti to be light ( Sutra 
16-17 ) and like light ( Sutra 18 ). For this reason the 
Sutrakara gives the illustration of 5i^i5r and SHinjnsr^r, and, 
without rejecting it, preferes the illustration of arfl; and 
It would thus seem that Sutra 28 presents the view of 

29. Sankara takes as a reference to Sutra 25 

( as interpreted by him ). So, according to him, Sutra 29 
means that “ the relation of and is what it is 

stated to be in Sutra 25. Sankara explains here the application 
of the two illustrations in Sutras 27-28. According to him. 

corresponds to and to which is 

a particular posture ( ) of srfl;; and in the second 

example qfWIcJrq; corresponds to ST^?5Tl«ni and to 
( of sr^r^r or of srqii^nsr’T ? ). In either case the individual 
soul would be a really bound soul, and therefore his release 
by Brit taught in the Scripture would be improper. All this 
is Sankara’s own criticism of the illustration given in Sutras 
27-28; the Sutra (29) itself says nothing about them, nor does 
Sankara quote any other Sutra in favour of his criticism. 

Sutra 30 

30. In Sutra 26 ( cr«ll^ I ), the opponent 

tried to show that from the Unmanifest a liberated soul would 
unite with the Infinite i. e. with the on the strength of 
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Katha Upa. VI. 8. In Sutra 27, the Sutrakara says that 
Brahman is called both and and therefore it is like 

srjl; and so that 3T5 ?TtR and are not different and 

therefore a meditator does not go to and unite with the 
5^^ from the 3T5 ?r 5;. In Sutra 28, he gave another example about 
the unity of Brahman whether it be called or 5^^. In 

Sutra 29 he showed his preference for the example in Sutra 27. 

In Sutra 30, the Sutrakara gives his reason for preferring 
the analogy in Sutra 27 to that in Sutra 28. in Sutra 

30 seems to us to be a reference to *1 in Sutra 19 

( «T which denies the 33r:- 

) of Brahman, Thus, the analogy based upon of 

Brahman ( Sutra 28 ) is not the view favoured by the Sutrakara. 

31. The word ‘ SlrT^cT used with reference to 5^^ and 

the distinction between the and which the 

tries to make out on the strength of that word in Katha 
Upa. VI. 9 seem to be the ground for inserting Sutra 37 
because the omnipresence ( ), which is not explained 

here ( in Sutras 27-30 ) has been explained in Sutra 37 by 
refuting a similar to that in Sutra 26. As in Sutra 

37 indicates, for the Sutrakara, it is more convenient to refute 
the supposed " limitedness ” ( of ) after 

refuting the supposed of 5^ as compared with i3TS?ItR'. 

32. We have interpreted in the light of the context 

of Sutras 19 and 28. Sankara explains srfa^^Trgi. as 

and refers it to Br. Upa. III. 7. 23, etc. To us it seems that here 
there is no question of 3T?grsrf^^ which of course is mentioned 
in Bra. Su. III. 2. 38. Here a srfgi^^r as an argument for 
favouring the illustration of Sutra 27 seems to have been meant 
by the Sutrakara and the reference seems to be to Sutra 19. 
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Sutras III. 2. 31-36 

( 3!? ) HmR^TTl I 
( I 

( ^1? ) I 

( I 

( I 

TRANSLATION 

[ Purvapaksa ]-There is ( a higher ) Brahman [ or there 
is a higher aspect of Brahman ] which is higher than this 
{ Unmanifest ), because of the mention of [ the Unmanifest 
as ] a bridge, that of its measure, that of the connection 
[ of the individual soul with the Unmanifest ] and that 
of the difference [ between the Unmanifest and the higher 


one W 2 ., the Purusa]. 31 

[ Siddhanta ]-But, because [ the designation of a bridge 
is] common [to the Unmanifest and the Purusa]; 32 

[ the mention of its measure ] is for the purpose of 
a notion [ under which Brahman is meditated upon ] like 
[ the mention of ] the quarters [ for example, in the 
Purusasukta ] ; 33 

[ the mention of the connection of the individual soul 
with the Unmanifest is ] due to a particular state [ of the 
individual soul ] ; 34 

and [ the mention of the difference of the Un manifest 
and the Purusa is ] due to the explicability [ of the 
Unmanifest as the light, etc., { i. e. ahi ) [ and that of the 
Purusa as the prakasasraya, i. e, kundala, ] ; 35 

also because of the denial [ by the Sruti ] of [ a 
nrinciole ] other [ than Brahman ]. 


36 



NOTES 


Sutra 31 

1. An important Purvapaksa is stated and refuted here 

in as many as seven Sutras ( Bra. Su. III. 2. 31-37 ). An 
opponent is here said to hold the view that the Supreme 
Being ( ) is higher than ( param ) the Unmanifest dealt 

with in the preceding Sutras. The arguments-four in number — 
of the opponent do not contain such arguments as ‘ the 
Unmanifest is the ’. It is not likely that any of these 
arguments could have been put forth by a Samkhya. The 
number of the arguments of the and those of the 

shows that the is not “ an imaginary opposition 

presented by the Sutrakara to make his doctrine clear to the 
reader ” ( ). The argument of the Sutrakara 

that the Upanisads deny the existence of the second Brahman 
( Bra. Su. III. 2. 36 ) shows that the opponent argues in 
favour of two final ( conscious ) principles, one of which is 
higher than the other ( Sutra 31 ). 

2. 9i?r: — refers to the described in Sutra 23-30. 

In our opinion this important point of context should not be 
overlooked ( See other Siltras where occurs ). 

3. “[ There is another principle which is] higher 

than this. ” The does not argue that the other ultimate 

principle, the existence of which he is upholding is on an 
equal status with the Unmanifest, as could have been the 
argument of a Samkhya. On the contrary he says that this 
prinpiple is higher than the Unmanifest. ‘ ’ does not seem 

to mean only “ STsq; ” but it means another higher. Of. 

q?;:. srsqqcr is mentioned in Sutras 23-30 j and 
subsequently q?: is mentioned in Sutra 31. In Sutra 37, the 
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Sutrakara gives an by which he applies the conclusion 

of S3tras 31-36 to prove that the in Bra. Su. HI 2. 23 

is or omnipresent. This fact also seems to us to 

indicate that in tKJTcTJ ( Sntra 31 ), according to the Sutra- 

kara means highe7' than^ because Sutra 37 implies that the 
aisqTp was thought of by the to be a limited principle. 

3a. — The means that “ the Supreme Being 

is higher than this sisq'^. ” We have shown above that this 
implies a belief in two Supreme Realities, viz.^ 
and 5 ^. The ^^q^ has already agreed that the Supreme 
One is in Bra. Su. III. 2. 23 and now he says that 

there is a Supreme One higher than this srsqgr. So, according 
to this ^jqq^, there are two Realities and j^q, of which 

the latter is higher than the former. The 'J^q^ may also 
mean that there is only one Reality which has two aspects 
gisqgr and of which the latter is higher than the former. 
The former view is that of the Later Mahabharata; the 
latter view is held by the Earlier Metrical Upanisads and 
the Bhagavad Gita.^^ The Sutrakara accepts neither of these 
views because according to him there is only one Reality 
which has two aspects of equal &t<Uus. Thus, according to the 
Brahmasutra ®rsq?K and g^q are two names or aspects of the 
same Brahman, neither being higher than the other. 

4. I— As the ^qq^ argues that 

the Supreme Being is higher than this Unmanifest ( ), 

it seems to us that all these four reasons ( ^gsqq^^I, qrqiqsqq^sjj 
^*q?qsqq^ and vr^sqq^^T ) are taken from a ^ruti or Gratis 
which allude to them with reference to the Such a text 

is only the Katha Upanisad as we have stated in the notes on 
Sutra HI. 2. 23. This latter Sutra ( III. 2. 23 ) which mentions 
sisqq; seems to refer to that same text because we think 
that in all the Sutras which give the expression “ qif % » we 
have a reference to a text in which the very word as is 

14. Vide the author's Ak^arai A forgotten chapter 
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mentioned in the Sutra in question occurs.^® The following 
explanations of the four %gs given in Sutra 31 would, we 
believe, be a further substantiative proof of the above suggestion 
of ours which we make only on the ground of the context 
of “ stcT: ” in that Sutra. 

5. — There are several Srutis in which the 

word occurs with reference to Brahman ( 1 ) srsi STRiIT 
^ i cr^wigf 


15. This can be shown by a comparison of the Sutras having 
the expression wifch their respective s. We give 


below a table of the same: — 

I 

( 1 ) fin I n. s. 10 

( The preceding Sutra, 3T4»r- 
refers to ). 

( 2 ) I in. 2. 1. 


( 3 ) I in. 2 . 16 ( 3^: 

refers to in the preceding 
Sutra— I ) 

( 4 ) 1? I in. 1. 2. 3. 

(5) ?ttf5r 'ft 6«n fin ii i’^- 
( refers to ^ eintPl 
in Sutra IV. 2. 5 ). 

( 6 ) swii ^nfftn ti^ ' IV. 4. 10 

( refers to the absence 

of body mentioned in Sutra 
IV. 4. 13 ). 

( 7 ) ’ ci«nf| fN%?fn I 
IV. 4. 19. 

T 




1. 3-. IV. 3. 9, 3 ^551 ?:«ll ^ ^^iql’TI 

II f. 3. IV. 3. 10. 

sTfl 1 1. 3. IV. 4. 7. See 

our Notes on Sutra III. 2. 16. 
Why ftsr: for nqira 1 

in^: 7^q53J=gilll 3. HI. 11. 

^niii i sr. 3, VI. 15. 2. 
See our Notes on Sutra IV. 2. 15. 

3T«lTJW^rtfts’€cI-. STCiTt ^liq qf I 

f. 3. IV. 4. 7. 

t 

Some Sruti describing the 
to be permanent is referred to. 
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ms 50i^f5:*n5ft 3§r^aE: « 

( Cha. Upa. VIII. 4. 1-2 ), With regard to this Sruti it has 
been decided in Bra. Su. I. 3, 14-21 that which is called 
3TRJT5iL and in this Sruti is the Supreme Being. 

The opponent did not raise an objection there on the ground 
of the being called ^g. So it is not likely that the 
could be the text in Bra. Su. III. 3. 31. ( 2 ) 

II stijtsi 

^g: n ( Mu. Upa. II. 2. 5 ). This Sruti has 
been discussed in Bra. Su. I. 3. 1-7 and therefore would not 
be a in Bra. Su. III. 3. 31. ( 3 ) ^ gq a:«r JTflJRr 

sTTorg m ^TT^T^r^cri^iT’sIsa’ <vr 

%3^«p:or nqt 5rt^WTrr^^^i?T...II( Br. Upa. IV. 4. 22 ). It 
is not possible that this text could supply the <|;^q^ in Bra. 
Su. III. 3, 31. ( 4 ) q: ^g^ctsqiTtfriTi^^ ?rrq?:q[^ i arsrqfg^ft^ 
tnt ll ( Katha Upa. III. 2 ). Out of these 

Srutis it is particularly the Katha Sruti ( III. 2 ) to which the 
tjqq^ in Sutra 31 seems to refer, because in Katha Upa. III. 
11 the word STsqrfJ in the sense of occurs and that STsq^ 
is here declared to be ^g. ( Katha Upa. III. 2 ) is 

the same as 3T«q^ of the Sutrakara since 3T5q^ is the Supreme 
Being (See Note 3 on Bra Su. III. 2. 23; also see infra Note 11 
on ^5[3qq^5r ). Therefore on the strength of Katha Upa. III. 2 
one may argue that in the Katha Upa. the Unmanifest is 
declared to be a bridge ( ^g ). The idea ^g ( bridge ) implies 
that those who cross the bridge reach a destination beyond 
the bridge. Similarly the argues that- since sisqqgr is 

declared to he a #g, the supreme principle must be beyond 
the STsqqar, i. c. the is beyond STsqsFcT. As stated in 

Sutra III. 2. 26, it was a belief that from the STsqqgr a seeker 
went to the g^q. This is" also the purport of the argument 
that the Supreme Being is higher than the Unmanifest ( Sutra 
III. 2. 31 ). Thus, the of Su. III. 2. 31 supports our 

interpretation of Sutra III. 2. 26 which is a g^qg' according 
to us. Now since a seeker was believed to progress from 
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3TS?T^cr to 5^^ ( that was higher than STS^r^cT ), the used 

the text declaring to be a to prove that the Supreme 

Being was higher than the 

This argument was met with by the saying that 

5^ is also declared equally to be a In other words, 

is convmon to both and 51^ both of which are 

aspects of Brahman ( Cf. Bra. Su. III. 2. 32 ). 

6. The way of arguing adopted by Sankara that the 
destination may be cannot even remotely be drawn out 

from the Sutra. Rather in the Sutra indicates that 

the one beyond this SToq^cT Brahman ( ) is also Brahman 

or at least a conscious principle because the here is 

one who has accepted as Brahman and then argues 

that the Supreme One is higher than this ( Unmanifest ). 


7. — This should mean that the STsqqcT is 

declared to be limited or measured. There are several Srutis 
in which Brahman is declared to have a “ measure ” or to be 
limited. -(1) 5016% qscq 

aicrq fqf3rirife?tsqrem 11 ( Cha. Upa. 

VIII. 1. 1 ); ( 2 ) 3Tf3SJnw; 5^qt 1 

5r cTttV q:<!|[cTg:. n ( Katha. Upa. IV. 12-13 ) ; 

( 3 ) q 2^ qq 3Tr^ «qtRTf^ 

( Cha. Upa. IV. 14. 1 ); ( 4 ) qnq % 

qqrsa Jiqrtnqnsrr tcq it sricnifcT^i^q 

( Cha. Upa 

III. 14. 3 ). 


In these or other passages Brahman or Atman is declared 
to be of the size or measure of the heart, of a thumb, of an 
eye, etc. But it seems to us that out of all these Srutis, it is 
the Katha Sruti ( IV. 12-13 ) only, to which the Bra. 

Su. ni. 3. 21 is likely to refer, because only that Sruti 
mentions Brahman as Thus, ^frrRsqq^qr seems to us to 

be a reference to the description of this STsq^K as “ 
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5^^: ( Katha Upa. IV. 12 and 13 ). We have shown else- 
where ( Vide our notes on in Bra. Su. III. 3. 39 ) that 

Bra. Su. 1. 3 is devoted to the discussion of such Srutis as 
contain the word and are therefore taken by the Stitrakara 
as pertaining to the aspect of Brahman in his discussion 

of those Srutis (in Bra. Su. I. 3) but may be taken as mentioning 
the or SToqgi aspect of ( as the Stitrakara 

says in Sutra III. 3. 39 ). In fact the Sutrakara has discussed, 
in our opinion, in Bra. Su. 1. 3 such as the 

sought to interpret as dealing with and has established 

by arguments ( in Bra. Su. 1. 3 ) that they deal with 
aspect, but has allowed ( in Bra. Su. III. 3. 39 ) their use in 
the meditation on the aspect ( See our Notes on that 

Sutra ) Thus, it seems to us that the opponent took 
5^ to be dilFerent from oqiq^ 555^ ( Katha Upa. VI. 8 - 
Sutra III. 2. 26 ) and argued that STfJjgiTi^r: 5^: was the 
3T5?l^ sT^iq^. The Sutrakara took ais^iTfr to be an aspect viz., 
the aspect of Brahman, but the opponent took 

to be one Brahman and to be another Brahman because 
he believed to be lower than 555^ ( Sutra III. 2. 31 ). 

In order to prove this belief the makes use of the fact 

that the sioqgj Sruti mentions 2^ and also 

The word is etymologically connected with the 

word srfflcr in nffTcT: ( Bra. Su. I 3. 24 ) which discusses 

this very Katha Sruti. This connection also maybe taken as 
an indication in favour of our identification of the Sruti referred 
to by with Katha Upa. IV. 12 and 13. , Because 

is declared to be limited, the Supreme Being is 
higher than that sisittB, i. e., 5;^ in Katha Upa. III.- 11 (or 

as in Katha VI. 8 ) is higher than gToq'® as stated 
in Katha Upa. III. 11. 

The Sutrakara refutes this argument of the 2^^ by saying 
that this is for the purpose of forming a notion 

about Brahman, just as the mention of qt^s or quartet’s of the 
3^ ( the Jsqqg^ aspect of Brahman ). 
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^ 8. Sankara illustrates the by quoting a single 

Sruti in which Brahman is said to be This does not 

seem to us to be a happy quotation in as much as that very 
Sruti ( of ) is used by the Sutrakara in order to 

refute the objection of grjqrifr ( See Sutra 33 ), by saying that 
the measure ( ) is merely meant for the formation of 

a notion in meditation. According to Sankara, the 
argues that because Brahman is ‘ measured, ’ there should be 
another principle than that Brahman, just as the measurement 
of a particular thing in the world implies the existence of 
several other things as well. This does not seem to us to 
bring out exactly the point of the qqq%q;. Rather the latter 
means that because ersq^cT accepted by the Sutrakara as 5r|iq[. 
is said to be ‘ measured ’ in the arsqqq Sruti, there should be 
another Brahman which is ivithout measure. 

9. — There are a number of ferutis which say 

that the individual soul in bondage is associated with Brahman 
( 1 ) ^rlT 59V5r ?r^T 5#q^ ( Chi. Upa. VI. 8. 1 ), ( 2 ) 

^qR'sqqgr; ( Bra. Upa. IV. 3. 21 ), ( 3 ) 
qqffqjTt? ’aw?: srsri; qq q fq?^?r...( Chi. 

Upa. yill. 3. 2 ). 

As the reply to this objection in Bra. Su, III. 2. 34 
( which we read as only ) shows, this refers to 

the of the srsqqgf and the individual soul. If so, it is 

likely that the Sruti to which this 'tg refers is the following: — 

( Katha. Upa. IV. 4 )'. 

As this Sruti is taken from the text of the 5iTsq^, the 

. ^ I “ - ^ 

seems to argue that in this Sruti the sisqqgr is declared 
to be that with which (^sf ) the individual soul sees or ex- 
periences both the state of dream and that of waking. Thus, 
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the soul is declared to be connected with the ( in these 

two states ). Because there is already a connection between 
the and the individual soul, the Supreme Being with 

which the soul seeks to be united ( in Sutra IV. 4. 1 ) 

in liberation is higher than this SToiiiefrr. As it is not 
stated in Katha Upa. IV. 4 that the connection between the 
Unmanifest and the individual soul to which it refers is that 
which takes place when the soul is in the deep sleep state 
and as the reply of the Sutrakara is an argument explaining 
the connection to be such a one, we believe that Katha Upa. 
IV. 4 is just the proper Sruti to which in Sutra 

IIL 2. 31 refers. It is not likely, in any case, that a ^ruti 
which clearly mentions the connection of Brahman and the 
individual soul in deep-sleep state would be referred to .by 
by the because that pointed reference itself 

would go against him rather than favour his conclusion. 

10. I^ahkara argues that as the soul is said to be connected 

with Branman in deep sleep, it follows that Brahman is 
‘ limited ’ ; and because Brahman is thus proved to be 

‘ limited, ’ there must be another unlimited principle. Thus, 
Sankara practically reduces the two arguments, ^5iTT#r and 

to only one, viz., Brahman as taught by the Sutrakara is limited 
or measured. 

11. — The opponent points out that the feruti 

mentions the and the higher one to be different. 

Could it be proved that the two are one and the same, the 
opponent would have to conclude that the two are only two 
aspects or designations of the same principle ; but he does not 
think that this can be proved. The meant by the 

would be very probably the of and srqr, the 

mentioned by the Sutrakara ( III 2. 23 ) being the latter, 
since the opponent holds that there is a tpc “ higher ” 
than that taught by the Sutrakara ( Bra. Su, III. 2. 31 ). 



Bba. Su. ni. 2. 31-36 


55 


The of the refers to the difference ( ) 

between and 5^^ mentioned in 

JTfcr: >T5OT5?r5fcnT5?iq^Ic3^: I 

qt qnsi 'rt »t%: h 

( Katha Upa III. 11 ). 

The STsqspa' of this series of principles is declared by the 
Sutrakara to be Brahman which he has discussed ( Bra. Su. 
III. 2. 23 ). The same is described in the Katha Upa. in a 
subsequent verse, viz , 

qg?r; qt §“# fq=^r?:q rTWif^g^ffstg^q^ 11 

( Katha Upa. Ill 15 ). 

In this verse ‘ q?:q[^ ’ is described, so that this verse 

refers to the 3T5qq?r of the above verse ( Katha Upa. HI. 11 ); 

and “ 3T5f55[JrEq?^Wl^. ” is applicable only to Brahman; 

therefore also ^sq^cT is Brahman. So, q^q in Ka. Upa, III, 
11 is another Brahman higher than the aTsqqcT sifTq:. Similarly 
in Ka. Upa, VI. 8. In this Sruti qqq is declared to be q?: and 
therefore qsqqgr is lower or qq?:. If the srsqqcT is the qjcq 
q^, q^ is fq'wg ( Katha, Upa. III. 9 ), the master to whom 
that q^ belongs ( Of. Bba, Gi. VIII. 20-22 ). This 
was already mentioned by the tjqq^ in Bra. Su. III. 2, 26. 
The Sutrakara’s reply given there was that because there are 
two designations (qsqqcT and q^q ), Brahman is like and 
or and its sitsrq ( Bra. Su. III. 2. 27-28 ; see also 

Bra. Su. III. 2. 25 in which qsqqq is declared to be like ), 
As the Sutrakara’s reply ( in Sutra III. 2. 35 which we propose 
to read as qq;T?q!fqq5qq%^ ) refers to the simile of and 

the other ( e. g., sifl ), we infer that it is the difference between 
qsqqq and q^, both being argued by the to be Brahman, 

which is referred to by him in Sutra III. 2. 31. 

12. Sankara explains %^5qqq^ by quoting Oha. Upa. I. 
6-7. He says that that' Sruti mentions two different fsRs, 



56 


Intebpebtation 


one who is and another who is But the 

fact seems to be different, because by an which Saiikara 

himself quotes the Sruti itself identifies the two. So, in our 
opinion, the passage does not support the at all. 

13. There are several other Srutis in which the 
between and which are respectively the sitfc 

and trc is mentioned 

(a) ?r%c^c?T ?I?IT T : 

qiWJ I crsr ^mfq^Tffcr !il ll 

qrail«5f?T?crct iisf: i sirsmiaTt nn^i: 
q^: : ll R ll ( Mu. Upa. II. 1. 1-2 ), If is inter- 
preted in the first verse as Brahman, it cannot be taken in 
the second verse as STSmficr or jrwr without giving up the 
consistency of the context. So, is here said to be higher 
than the which is the highest, sr^t: is itself 

q?; but is tPCcT: q?::. So, there is a principle beyond the 
STirqt discussed by the Sutrakara ( Bra. Su. III. 2. 11 and 31 ). 

(b) JTqr^r ^JTqqr ?ITaj qJWrqL II 

a ^ rfrsr ii ( Mu. Upa. 

III. 1. 10 ). « ^ ^tr ^rsr fqs# ii 

2^ % II ( Mu. Upa. III. 2. 

1 ). In this Sruti “ ’* is to be • connected with 

And should be taken as a reference to 5 j^. 

The word ‘ gq; ’ is used for Brahman in many Srutis ;-?r q^- 
JH'Sf qjtr^qtt^om^frrfqftKg^qiqfq^iI ll ( Isa. Upa. 8 ) ; gf^ 
cr?ir ii crf^q^^qii: fsicTT! wjsrsr 

ttatcrg; ll ( Katha Upa. VI. 1 fqui^^^qjicr ^ 

ll ( Ka, Upa VI. 17 ), So, ‘ qgR^ ’ in Mu. Upa, 
III. 2. 1 cannot be interpreted as ‘ ’• It should be 

explained as referring to cp:q in the first half of the verse. 
Thus, according to this verse, a meditator on goes beyond 
'TOI iisrqi., and g^q is therefore higher than Brahman. 
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( c ) g arfr^% g' q«:(rq^ 

II ( Pra. Upa. V. 5 ). The same is further 

described in ^ II 

Brsa^’^^FcruST’CJiga-JI*!?^ qt %% ll ( Pra. Upa. V, 1 ). Thus, 
ST^^qj which is sftqqsi is that “ which the wise declare ” 
^ qq^Ecfc^qt q^i^cr Ka. Upa. Ill, 14 ). According to this 

Sruti of Pra. Upa. it seems that sftqqq sifT^qj is srfTq and 

5^ is a principle higher than that If sflqqq q§istq> 

is the ( as interpreted by Sankara )/® how can it 

be called ‘ qnq ’ at all ? Much less can it be called “srqc SiR.”- 

is q^HRq^s as in sr^lrqCcT: q^: ( Mu. Upa. II. 1. 2 ), In 
Pra. Upa. V. 2, this Brahman is actually called srqt qfR and 
q^ is called q?: qgTR 

In all these texts a principle higher than the highest 
Brahman is mentioned ; and the two principles are distinguished 
as q?: and q^tRq^. The ^qsqq^ in these Srutis would have 
to be explained on the same lines as that in Katha Upa. III. 11. 

14. If our suggestion ( in Sutra III. 2. 31) that it is the 
®r5?Rcr text, viz., the Katha Upa. passage, which is referred 
to by all the arguments of the ijitqy in Bra. Sii. III. 2. 31, be 
correct ; we are here given to understand as to how that passage 
was generally understood in the days of the Sutrakara and 
how the Sutrakara himself interpreted it. The Katha Upa. 
was believed to teach two Brahmans ( Gf. qqr-SfqqfqqqR— 
Sutra III. 2. 36 ) one of which was considered to be higher 
than the other ( the arguments of ^gsqqq?!! etc. ). Thus, 
of Katha Upa. III. 11 and VI. 8 is Brahman itself, as is also 
q^q. They were taken to be different from each other; the 
the Sutrakara explained them to be two aspects of the same 
principle like and or qqjRT and qqqsaiaq. Compare 

the ^ q q^ here with the Aupani^ada School of Mahabhirata 

16. Tide Sankara's commentary on the Pra. Upa, 


8 
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The Bhaoravadgita also makes the same distiaction. 

O O 

between ststt^FcT ( or ) and e. g., in Bha. Gi. 

Vni. 20-22.1® 

Sutra 32 

15. ^ g ’ indicates the Sutrakara’s rejection of the 

in the preceding Sutra. There is no principle higher than 
the Brahman called ^rsq^cT ( Bra. Su. III. 2. 23, Katha Upa. 
III. 11, 15 and VI. 8 ). 

16. The Sutrakara seems to us to mean that 

the is common to both sisqsFcT and and there- 

fore the fact that in the Katha TJpanisad srsq^cl is called 
cannot prove that there is a higher ( aspect of ) Brahman than 
the SToqqfr, viz., the 5^. In Katha TJpanisad III. 2 the 
srsqqcT is called We have already stated that the word 

is used for in Cha. Upa. VIII. 4. 1-2 and for 
in Mu. Upa. 11. 2. 5. In Bra. Su. I, 3. 1-7 the subject of 
Mu. Upa. II. 2. 5 is explained to be 5^ because it is called 
“ ” ( ^ word coined specially for the purpose of a 

comprehensive significance conveying the two-fold purpose of 
a reference to the Sruti and a suggestion of a designation of 

) or ( Bra, Su. I. 3. 2 ); and in Bra. Su. I. 3. 14-21 
the has been explained as q^^scsR:. Thus, 

being common to both cannot prove that one aspect of 
Brahman is higher than the other or that the W'^q is higher 
than the sfsqqgr. 

I 

17. Sankara gives a very simple explanation of the 
Shtra, w'z., Atman is called not because after crossing the 
bridge of Atman we reach some other principle which is our 
destination, but because Atman is like a bridge inasmuch as 
like an ordinary bridge which determines the limitations of a 
particular place, Atman is the sustainerof the rules (boundaries) 

17. Vide the author's Aksara: A forgotten chapter, PP, 35-48. 

18. IhH, P. 17 and P. 148-149. 
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of the world. This explanation is, in our opinion, hardly 
possible because we think that no which accepted sts^r^cT 

as sr^T as determined in Bra. Sti. III. 2. 23-30, 

would be arguing that 3T5?l^cf is called %g in any other sense 
than that of “ ”. 

Besides explaining as Sankara gives 

several other arguments none of which are even implied in 
the Sutra itself. 


Sutra 33 

18. After we have to take as 

understood. 

19. 5g;q’4! — The is called 3^5 because 

in meditation the meditator has to form a notion ( 3^! ) of 

as a 5^5^ of the size of a thumb. In Sutras I. 2. 7 
and I. 3. 21 the Sutrakara says that the Supreme Being 
is said to be / residing in the human heart ’ because It is to 
be meditated upon as such. Like ” the 

is meant for use in meditation only. It does not prove that 
the aToqgr is limited and that there is .a higher Reality or a 
higher aspect of the Reality. 

20. In Bra. Su. 1. 1. 24 the impersonal aspect 

of Brahman called there ( Cha. Upa. III. 1.37) is 

explained to be such because of the mention of its 'JT^s ( or 

) in which one qfa[ consists of all beings ( Bra. Su. I. 1. 
26 ). The has raised no objection there that 

should be the lower Brahman because it is “measured” by four 
qr^s.^® Elsewhere in Cha. Upa. IV. 4. 5-8, and IR. 18 also the 
impersonal aspect of Brahman is said to be possessed of four 
quarters ( qi^s ). Just as this cannot imply that Brahman is 
a limited entity, does not mean that srsq^cT is 

limited and that therefore ( who is above ) is an 


19. Cf. 


in Bra, Su. I. 1. 25. 
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unlimited or omnipresent principle higher than the sioq'rR' ( Gf. 

in Sutra III. 2. 37 for the implication that the 
takes to be ‘ limited ’ ). 

21. Sankara says that the is meant for and 

JTWJT students, but the Sutrakara does not seem to refer to 
such a view in the Sutra. Bather, according to the Sutrakara 
all meditators have to meditate upon RS 

For explaining the !3:!=?rR according to the Sankara had 

already selected one Sruti describing Brahman ( 

means a foot ), so, for interpreting the Sutrakara’s reply to 
that Sankara at first selects another Sruti about 

Brahman and gives an alternative interpretation of qi^qg^^in which 
means “ a quarter,” not a foot. But with the latter inter- 
pretation he could not rightly construe the expression ‘ 
so, he has to add (and not for forming a notion). 

Sutras 34-35 

22. To us it seems that only “ ” forms Sutra 

34; and should be transferred to Sutra 35. We 

make this suggestion, because by adopting it, we get, as will 
be shown below, a better and easier interpretation of these 
two Sutras ( 34-35 ). Sankara’s statement that Sutra 34 is 
a reply to both the remaining arguments of the ( %5f5Er- 

sq'q^ and ^^3?rq^5T ), and his double explanation of that 
Sutra supports our suggestion regarding the change of reading, 
g in Sutra 35, which indicates that it is the answer to the 
last argument, also goes to corroborate our suggestion. Again, 
Sankara takes Sutra 35 ( as read by him ) also as an answer 
to the last two arguments of the ^qq^. This also favours 
our proposed detached readings of Sutras 34-35. Lastly, 
‘ sn^KFlfl'T^qq^sr ’ seems to be connected with Sutra HE. 2. 
25-30 and therefore forms an answer to one argument only. 

23. In Katha Upa. IV. 4 which the 

has quoted to show that the individual soul is associated with 
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the srsq;^, and therefore there should be a higher Reality or 
a higher aspect of Reality, viz., there is no explanation of 
the association between the and the individual soul. It 

was because of this very absence of explanation of the association 
and the consequent vagueness about the cause of the associa- 
tion, that the Purvapaksa presented that verse as an argument. 

The Sutrakara says that the association of the soul with 
the mentioned in Katha Upa. IV. 4 should be taken to 

be that which takes place when the soul is in the deep sleep 
state, in Because the soul unites with the 

( or Brahman ) in the state of dreamless sleep and does not 
undergo any other state ( change ), it is that he is able to go 
over once again to the states of dreaming and waking. This 
is the Sutrakara’s explanation of Katha Upa. IV. 4. Therefore^ 
the verse ( Katha Upa, IV. 4 ) cannot be quoted, as the 
possibly did, to demonstrate the association or union of the 
soul with the in dreaming and waking states. And 

because this cannot be proved, it cannot be argued that there 
is a higher ( aspect of ) Reality than the arsq"?!? with which the 
soul is already associated while in dreaming and waking states. 

We have shown that in Bra. Su. III. 2. 11 the word 
has the sense of states like the states of waking, etc. 

We believe that only Katha Upa. IV. 4 could be the 
basis of the ^^q^’s argument in Sutra III. 2. 31. The 
could have quoted no other not indeed a Sruti in which 
the connection of the individual soul with Brahman was clearly 
stated to be that taking place in dreamless sleep. If the latter 
were the case, the Sutrakara’s explanation would be in vain, 
having been easily grasped by the 

24. ( which is our suggested reading for 

Sutra 35 ) — The Sutrakara says that the can be 

explained ( ) like sr^m, etc. “ Erq5i3aii%^:|qrq%.* ” seems 

to be the same as is mentioned in Sutras 27-29. There the 
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difference ( ) of ST5?rrfT and was first explained as that 

between srfl: and and then as Jrw;n?risrq‘ and ST^TSfT. By 

knowing and we know srff and who is 

sr^RTIsr?T, though srf^ and ^ remain unmanifest during the 
process of knowledge, envisaging their forms (coil and radiance). 
This has been explained in Sutras 27-29. 

So, the difference between and ) 

is like that between ®rff and or sr^n[nsr«T and srCRT- 

In short, it is not an essential difference. The sts^ItR Brahman 
_ itself appears as The two are one in essence, just as 

and ST^i5[r are identical with 3?% and 

By “ we should take and also arff and 

The Sutrakara did not expound the similes here, because 
he had already done so in his preceding Sutras ( 27-29 ). 

25. The presence of g- in Sutra 35 shows that Sutra 35 
is an answer to the last argument of the opponent, because 
the Sutrakara is replying to those arguments seriatim. 

26. Sakhara reads Sutra 34 as But we 

have shown that is an explanation for gs[5g3?iq^5r 

and sr^Rn%r^ (^1%^ ) for wg[S?iq^5[r and therefore 

should be read as Sutra 34 and as Sutra 35. 

Sankara says that in Sutra 34 ( as read by him ), the • 
Sutrakara gives a reply to the last kvo arguments of the 
in Sutra 31. This is inconsistent with the fact that the 
Sutrakara gives a reply to one argument only in each of Sutras 
32-33. Further, Saiikara interprets ‘ different 

v)ays, one of which applies to the refutation of 
and the other to that of ( 1 ) In the former case he 

explains as and as 

According to Sankara, the Sutrakara’s reply to 
is that the is to be understood in a subordinate 
sense, viz., it is true only so far as the of the individual 

soul is concerned. The soul’s connection ( gsifg ) with the 
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Supreme Being is nothing but the cessation of particular 
cognitions which arise on account of the soul’s association with 
particular limitations in the form of eic., and this cessation 
results from the cessation of the limitation itself. Thus, the 
^5^ is not due to the fact that Brahman with which the 
soul comes into contact is ‘ limited ’ ( ). ( 2 ) The 

other interpretation of by which Saiikara refutes the 

opponent’s argument of is that the ( the 

Sruti teaching many |sg?:s ) is due only to the 
(different limitations), not due to different natures of fs^s. To 
us it seems that all the complexity underlying Sankara’s 
explanation of is due to the fact that the original 

sense of ( 'viz., one of the three states of waking, 

dreaming and deep sleep ) was forgotten in his days. 

The illustration ‘ ’ is explained by Sankara 

( 1 ) in relation to ‘ ’ and ( 2 ) as answering both 

the last objections of the 

According to him, sr^t5T or light ( of the Sun or the Moon ) 
is one and the same, but if we connect it with or 

adjuncts, there will appear diversity of light, and when these 
adjuncts are removed, the light in the adjunct will be said to 
be connected with or will recede into the Sun (or the Moon 
as the case may be ); and, again, if the ^if?TS are different, 
we may talk of different lights. By sri^, Sankara takes the 
ether of the eye of a needle. ( ). 

In fact, ‘ ’ as interpreted by Sankara does not 

make clear his meaning of %sfr^, but rather according to his 
explanation leads to the takes 

place when ( i. e., ) ceases to function. 

27. Sankara explains Sutra 35 ( as read by him ) 

as a reply to the last two arguments of the Thus, 

according to him, Sutras 34-35 are each of them a reply to 
each of the last two arguments of the Sankara says 
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that the connection of the individual soul with the Supreme 
Soul can be explained only as due to the removal (?) of 
( adjuncts in the form of etc. ) ; and that 

the can be explained only as due to ( different 

adjuncts ). In each case he explains the as referring 

to Srutis. In the case of he says that the 

Sruti teaching the merging of the soul into Brahman as the 
very self of the individual soul ( ¥igf^-Cha. Upa. VI. 

8. 1 ) proves that this “ connection ” takes place on the 
cessation of In the case of , he 

quotes three Srutis from Cha. Upa. III. 12 and says that the 
in all of them is said to be different, because the 
^«n^s of these 3?i^^s are different. 

To us it appears that was the reading of 

Sutra 35 and that it was the reply to only. ‘ ’ 

is the same argument as in Sutra III. 2. 27-28. Moreover, 
if at all the single word “ grqq%; ” was the reading of SQtra 
35, that 3’qqf^ ought to have been explained only on the 
propriety of a more commonsense argument, and not with 
reference to what is said in Srutis. The Sutrakara seems to 
make use of the argument ‘ 3:qq%: ' or ‘ =gr ’ only when 

he does not refer to a Sruti, but when he gives an argument 
from our ordinary life. Compare in Bra. Su. 11. 1. 36, 

and 11. 3. 14, and ^qq%; in III. 1. 22, and III. 2. 38. A 
study of 3T5qq%-: ( e. g. in Bra. Sa. II. 2. ) also adds 

strength to our interpretation of 

Sutra 36 

28. After refuting the four arguments of the l^q^ 
in the preceding four Sutras, the Sutrakara adds one more 
argument of his own in his favour in this Sutra. 

There cannot be two Brahmans or even two aspects of 
Brahman in which one is higher than the other, because the 
Sruti denies that there is another principle. The Sutrakara 
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seems to have in his mind those Srutis in which Atman or 
Brahman is said to be mly one and in which a seco7id u denied, viz., 

(a ) snrJTI Q:WT!T ( Ai. Upa. I. 1 ) 

( h ) ( Cha. Upa. VI. 2. 1 ) 

( c ) slir I ( Br. Upa. I. 4. 11 ) 

( d ) I ( Br- ) 

( e ) 5ir srlrft I ( Br. Upa. IV. 3. 32 ) 

( /) JTJT’SfV 3T5ft^TJ I ( ^ ) 

( g ) i ( Bla. Upa. V. 9, lo, ii ) 

( h ) i^s^^ssft...«i:sE^5ri«If«r: *dfai ( Ka. Upa. V. 12 ). 

In some of these Srutis Atman or Brahman is said to be 
one, in others one only, and in some a second one is denied. 

There are some Srutis in which ‘ st??T ’ ‘ another principle ’ 
is denied '. — 

( a ) ?:iT 5nf?iys^s^?T «ft?rT ?T?cri 

?n?^tsrf|[sf^?r 3tR;n?cr«n5qQcft . . i 

( Br. Upa. III. 7. 23 ) 

( h ) ^F?i5[grr.s^^ 

;«f?T^crysflcr i ( Bt. Upa. III. 8. ii ) 

{ c ) ^ g cT^ li n . 

Swifs^lIfft^ngL I (B|. Upa. IV. 3. 30-31 ). 

In all these Srutis a second principle is denied. The 
fundamental doctrine of Vedanta is that of 07 ieness of Brahman. 
So, the Sutrakara argues that there can not be a principle 
higher than the srs^r^ Brahman. Because there is none other 
than Brahman, there can be no other higher principle than 
Brahman. This seems to us to be the standpoint of the 
SutrakSra. In Bra. Su. I. 3. 12, while discussing By. Upa. 
ni. 8. 7-8, he uses By. Upa. III. 8. 11 (See ( b ) above ) 


9 
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and says that in this Sruti we have ' ’ exclusion 

of any other existence. ’ So, it is likely that the Srutis of 
the above type are in the Sutrakara’s mind when he speaks 
of 

29. Sankara, however, quotes several Srutis which do not 
expressly deny the existence of a second principle. But the 
Srutis quoted by him under Sutra III. 2. 30 are those which 
deny the existence of a second principle. 

30. We may now ask us once again : “ Which particular 
School represented by the is stated in Sutras III. 2. 31-36 ? 

To us it appears that the followers of the Earlier Metrical 
Upanisads as distinguished from those of the Oldest Prose 
Upanisads were the opponents to whom the Sutrakara replies 
in these Sutras. With these opponents the followers of the 
Bhagavadgita and the Vedantins of the Mahabharata Moksa- 
dharmaparvau might be associated. In these works the highest 
three principles in order are the unconscious Nature, the 
conscious Nature and the Purusa, as we have shown elsewhere.® ® 
They regarded the Aksara Brahman of the Oldest Prose 
Upanisads in a two-fold capacity, ( I ) as an optional goal 
along with Purusa, and ( 2 ) as a power ( ) of the Purusa 

‘who was placed above Aksara Brahman as the one to whom 
that power belonged. The Sutrakara tried to uphold the other 
view of taking Aksara as the highest principle, making at the 
same time a compromise with the later view, which he did on 
the basis of Yaska’s view or a Vedanta view which had already 
adopted Yaska’s view about the and of 

the of the Kgveda. 

From the in some Sutras of Bra. Su. I and in 

Sutra UI. 2. 31 it appears that the followers of the Earlier 
Metrical Upanisads firmly took their stand on these Upanisads 

20. Vide the author’s Aksara : A Forgotten Chapter in the history 
of Indian philosophy, Chapter III. 
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which the Sutrakara had accepted along with the Oldest Prose 
Upanisads as authoritative texts. 

The Sutrakara discusses in Bra. Su. I. 1-3 various passages 
from the Earlier Metrical Upanisads and seems to decide 
that the topic of those passages is Purusa. In Bra. Su. I. 3, 
13 { ) it seems that the Sutrakara proves 

called 5ftwsr*r ( Pra. Upa. V ^ to be and thus he 
repudiates the doctrine about of that Branch of the Atharva- 
veda to which the Prasna Upanisad belonged, viz., that 
is above or higher than this which is itself q?: 

( in the Sruti must refer to which is called 

gftqsR because it is a mass of life just as it is called sr^fTST^ 
a mass of consciousness ). The Branch to which the Mundaka 
Upanisad belonged must have claimed that sifFC, was lower 
than tKJ-Mu. Upa. II. 1. 2; ^ 

Mu. Upa. III. 2. 1 ). The Sutra- 
kara has replied to them in Bra. Su. I. 2. 21-23, and in Bra. 
Su. 1. 3. 1-7. The followers of the Kathaka Branch of the 
Yajurveda also held that was higher than which 

was the sTfr:!. ( or si^qqri; aspect of Brahman ). The 

Sutrakara admitted that the srsq^ is the si^qq?!. or aspect 

of Brahman ( Bra. Su. I. 4. 1-7 ) but did not agree that the 
q^q ( or the q^^q aspect of Brahman ) was higher than the 
^sqrR ( Bra. Su. III. 2. 31-36 ). 

The arguments of the followers of the Kathaka Branch 
were of course based upon the Katha Upanisad. When the 
Sutrakara made a statement that Brahman was predominantly 
( Bra. Su. III. 2. 14 ) and that this ar^qq^ aspect was 
called SisqxR as in the Katha Upanisad ( ‘ aiif ’ in Bra. Su. 
in. 2. 23 refers to a Sruti with the word arsq^j ), the followers 
of the Kathaka Branch found an opportunity to argue out 
their view that was higher than the stsq^. They had to 
base their arguments upon their own text, viz., the Katha 

21. Or rather aksara in Pra. Upa. IV. 10-11. Vide Appendix III. 
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Upanisad. The Sutrakara who wanted to build up a System 
of the Vedanta philosophy on the foundation of cdl the accepted 
Scriptures explained away the arguments of the Kathaka 
Branch with the help of the other Upanisads also. Thus, 
when the Kathakas argued that was called a the 

Sutrakara replied that the designation of was common to 
both and when the former argued that the 

was 3T^JjgiTl3r: and that who was declared to be 

was higher than the 3TS?igT, the Sutrakara replied that 
the measure of the was meant for helping the meditator 

to form a notion for the TJnmanifest, just as the measure of 
four pMas of the sq'T’TSR 5 ^ Himself given in the Chandogya 
Upanisad (IV. 4., Ill, 8 ); when the Kathakas pointed to 
their text in which the individual soul was declared to be 
connected with the STS’TrKj the author of the Sutras said that 
this connection must be interpreted as the one taking place 
when the individual soul was in the deep sleep state. 

I 

Lastly, when it was argued by the former that the Sruti 
mentioned the difference between the and 5 ^^ ( 

the two were mantioned differently i. e., under different names. 
Gf. in Bra. Su. III. 2. 26 ), the latter said that the 

difference can be explained without taking to be higher 
than 3 TS?ItR', viz., by taking them to be like ^' 0^55 and 3?% or 
sr^l^isr?r and which are illustrations of one and the 

same thing having two aspects which can be distinguished 
from each other without giving greater importance to either 
of the two and which prove that is essentially gi3?ig7,just 
as ^ 0 : 55 ? is essentially arff , and sraRi^rtST^r ( e. g., the Sun i. e., 
the solar orb ) is essentially srwnfijr. Also it should be noted 
here that when is perceived, the arff as such is not 

perceived i. e., the srfl: ( without a coil form ) is 
( invisible ) during the preception of Similarly, 

( the disc ) can be seen only when is srsJEiigj ( impreceptible, 
the lunar disc in the day or the solar disc in the twilight ). 
So, when perceived, still remains i. e., the 
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aspect on which the aspect is founded remains STS^TtR when 
the 5^ aspect is realised. But the 5^^ aspect is essentially 
the aspect and therefore the result of the realization of 

the 5^'^ aspect is the same as the result of the realization of 
the STS^lTfT aspect ( Bra Su. III. 2. 26-28 ). 

Moreover, if the followers of the Kathaka Branch argued 
that the was the Brahman, they could not assert that 

there was 5^^ higher than the because such an assertion 

would in the opinion of the Sutrakara mean that there were 
two Brahmans and would be contradictory to the Srutis which 
exclude the pos^bility of a second principle other than the 
One Brahman. Even to say that Brahman had two aspects 
one of which was higher than the other ( — Bra. Su. III. 2. 

31 ) would amount to saying that there were two Brahmans. 

By the above arguments the Sutrakara tried to establish 
that there was only One Brahman which was predominantly 
‘ meaning thereby that It had also a aspect 

which however was not to he understood as lower than the 
inasmuch as it was an aspect of the same Brahman 
and Brahman was Itself though principally er^qq^l. 

Whatever gunas belonged to the ST^qq^, equally belonged to 
the because both were aspects of the same Brahman 

and the meditation on either brought the same result, w'z., 

This doctrine is explained in full details in Bra. Su. HI. 3, 
as we shall see in the next Chapter. 



SECTION V 


Sutras ill. 2. 37 


TRANSLATION 


By this (the conclusion of the preceding Adhikarana), 
the omnipresence of the Unmanifest [ is proved ] from the 
Sruti mentioning all-prevasion and other ( arguments ). 37 



NOTES 

Sutra 37 

1. Like other Sutras ( Bra. Su. I. 4. 28, II. 1. 3, 

11. 1. 12, II. 3. 8 ), this Sutra should form a separate Adhika- 
rana. The topic of this Adhikarana is to prove that Brahman 
is omnipresent or all-prevading, while the topic of the preceding 
Adhikarana was to prove that there was no other higher 
principle than Brahman called 

2. — This is a reference to the conclusion of the 
preceding Adhikarana. It is conclusively shown there that 
there is no other higher principle than Brahman. From the 
series given in such texts as Ka, Upa. III. 10-11 we learn 
that each succeeding one from among ?f?3[Jrs, sT^s, JTfr?, 

STrrJTI, and 5^^ is higher than each preceding one ■, 

but in Sutras 31-36 the Sutrakara has definitely, determined 
that no other principle, not even 5^^, is higher than STsqgj 
the Unmanifest Brahman. ?Bs[^s, sr^s, etc., are limited ( are 
not ) in so far as there is a higher principle than each 
of them; but since there is no higher principle than arsqgj, it 
can be concluded that is ‘ omnipresent 

3. We may here remark that the Sutrakara’s application 

of the conclusion established in Sutras III. 2. 32-36 to prove 
that is ^§»Tcr, also shows that ‘ q?: ’ in Sutra 31 is to be 

interpreted as ‘ higher ’ rather than as ‘ another ’. 

4. — As Sankara explains, the word ‘ anqrq ’ 

‘ means ’ omnipresence, all-prevading nature. This is 

consistent with the word also, 

5. 3i^»l...srTqw^ssn^^'^* — Both these words are ^s. 
refers to the conclusion arrived at in Sutras 31-36. As. there 
is no ^ at the end of the Sutra, sfqq and 

are not two different ^s or groups of ^gs ; but they both 
rejfer to the same arguments. 
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6. As «T(S!Ti?r means 3?TtflT, and as refers to the fact 

that is nut higher than STsq’rfT, we are inclined to think 
that the an?nJTi5T®3[ the word or Sruti for all-pervasiveness ” 
is the word in ^ ” 

( Katha Upa. VI. 8 ). 

As Purusa is not higher than ( 3W»I ) and as 

is called sqrqsR ( ), the conclusion is that is 

sqrq^ ( srsq^B^q ). This is the meaning of the Sutra, 

q^q would have been sqiq^ and srsqTB, srsqtq^, if sisq^ were 
lower than j^q. But srsq^ is not lower than 5^. 

7. in STTqm^rs^jf^^qq:— As the expression is 3TrqOT- 
and not srrqimf^s^^qj we think that STII^ does not 

refer to any other Sruti or Srutis, but it stands for some 
rational arguments resulting from the conclusion that q^ is 
not higher than ‘ STqq ’ of the Sutra ). 

These arguments may be of the following nature :-As 
is ‘ the bridge of those who are devoted to the Sacrifice ’ 
( q: the designation ^ given to the STsqTB shows 

that srsq^B must be sqtqqj or ^qqcT. If it were limited ( ) 

it cannot be a bridge or ‘ Supporter, ’ as it were, of the 
sacificers. As the “ ” which is an expression 

describing grsqq;, is said to be f^R: ijqsToq^q, the ersqqj cannot 
be the ruler of all that has been and that is to be unless that 
STsqqrr is The relation of the individual soul with the 

SToqTB is not possible if the gnqqi is not ?rqqq. As there is 
no essential difference ( ) between q^q and srsqrB, the latter 

must be regarded as sqiq^ if the former is aqiqsR ( as said in 
Katha Upa. VI. 8 ). Lastly, as the Sruti denies the existence 
of any other principle but Brahman and as that Brahman is 
called sfsqTB, the latter must be omnipresent. 

8. Later on the Sutrakara uses this conclusion about the 
omnipresence of Brahman (III. 2. 37) as an argument viz., that the 
Sruti (all Vedantas) teaches only one principle and not more than 
one became Brahman is ^qq?r or sqjq^B (Fic^e Bra. Su. HI. 3. 9). 
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9. In Bra. Su. III. 2. 26 the opponent argued that from 

the Unmanifest a meditator would be united with the Endless 
One ( ). This shows that the Unmanifest was regarded 

by this opponent as having an end or limited. This point 
was left untouched in Sutras 27-30. So, the refutation of 
that view seems to have been given in this Sutra ( 37 ). 

10. Sankara gives several arguments based upon his 

conclusions in Sutras 32-36. This he has done on the strength 
of We have taken srr as referring not to the several 

conclusions which are in fact refutations of the four arguments 
of the <1^^; but we take as referring to the main 

conclusion that is not higher than 3T5 ?t^. Besides, 

Sankara does not take and as referring 

to the same argument or arguments, but he takes 

as a different group of arguments than that of Thus, 

he interprets the Sutra as if it were to be read as 5^%- 

This addition of g- is clearly expressed 
by him in “ ?Sl4*Tcr?^ ^ ” This is 

not consistent with the fact that there is no g" in the Sutra, 
His quotation of several Sruti and Smrti texts gives the 
impression that he interprets as if it were 

*• < 2 ., as if the Sutrakara referred to several texts 
by believe that the Sutrakara refers to 

only one text and by sriff he means several other arguments. 
Lastly, it may here be noted that none of the commentators 
tries to explain why the question of of Brahman is 

discussed by the Sutrakara at such a late stage as in Bra. Su. 
HI. 2. 37, when no can be definitely ascertained to 

have advanced the arguments contained in Sutra III. 3. 31. 
The omnipresence of Brahman is already taken as granted in 
Bra. Su. I. 1. 2 and on that assumption all the foregoing 
Sutras were worked out. So the occassion of its discussion 
here in this context remained a conundrum. 


10 



SECTION VI 


Sutras III. 2. 38-39 


( I 

( I 


TRANSLATION 


T HE fruit [ L e.. of Moksa is to be had ] from this 
[ Brahman ], because it is reasonable, 38 


and because it is declared so in the ^ruti. 


39 



NOTES 

Sutra 38 


1. ‘ 3I5r: as in Sutras 26 and 31, refers to the 
discussed in the preceding Sutras. As the ( preceding ) Sutras 
( 31-37 ) show, It is the Highest Principle of Vedanta. 

2. — Thus, this is a reference to the tKS in the form 

of is called in Bra. Su. III. 4. 52. It is out 

of place that the fruit of the actions of an individual soul be 
mentioned here, while the question whether he can do actions 
or not be discussed in Bra. Su. 11. 3. 33-40. The fruit of his 
worldly actions is perhaps discussed in Bra. Su. II. 3. 41. 

The nature of the qjgj meant here is discussed in Bra. Su. 
III. 2. 40-41. 

3. — This seems to be a reference to stcT: in this 

very Sutra. meant here is the highest principle, 

therefore it is quite proper that the same Brahman should be the 
giver of the fruit in the form of liberation. Only the highest 
principle can give this fruit and none else. If there were a 
principle higher than the former can be the giver of 

the but there is no such higher principle, as proved in 
Sutras IV. 2. 31-36. 5^ is not higher than the 

4. Sankara does not refer stcT: to the transcendent Brahman 
mentioned in the preceding Sutras, but to Isvara of his system 

I ). Taking this Adhikarana in the light of this view, he 
interprets <^55 as As we have 

already stated above, this is not a proper place in the Sutras 
to discuss this question. This problem forms a part of the 
discussion in Bra. Su. II. 3. The ‘ ’ meant here is men- 
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tioned in Sutras III 2. 40-41 (See infra). ‘ is 

explained by Sankara as refuting the theory of srijg proved 
by but in our opinion the ‘ ’ should, from the 

evidence of the context, directly refer to the fact that the 
Brahman is the highest principle. 

Sutra 39 

5. This seems to be a reierenee to a ^ruti in 
which the fruit in the form of is said to be solely depen- 
dent upon Brahman itself. Such texts seem to be the following : — 

JTiWFrTi st i 

H ^ srqT^tTTqri^ 

STTrJTf II « II 

( Mu. XJpa. III. 2. 3-4, Katha Upa, II, 22 ) 

In Bra. Su. IV. 2. 17 the Sutrakara mentions the grace 
of God ( ) which a seeker gets through the power of 

fgfTT and other means. That doctrine is consistent with Katha 
Upa. II. 22. The grace of God is also mentioned in Bra. Sii. 
III. 4. 38. 

I I ' . . 

6. Sankara quotes a Sruti in which I^vara, as he says, 

is said to be the giver of wealth ( ). 

7. These two Sutras ( 38-39 ) discuss the question of' 
the giver of the fruit in the form of absolution. The word ;sr 
in Sutra 39 as usual shows that it is the last Sutra of the 
Adhikarana. Moreover, according to the scheme of the 
Sutrakara the reference to a terxt of the ^ruti ( such as we 
have in Sutra 39 ) is the last argument in an Adhikarana 
except when a Sutra explaining the Sruti follows the one 
referring to the Sruti. 



SECTION VII 


Sutras III. 2. 40-41 


( ^ I 

'TT^t il 


TRANSLATION 

J AIMINl [ says that the fruit is ] Dharma ( religious 
merit ), because of this very reason ( viz., the support of 
the ^ruti ). 40 

But, Badarayana [ holds ] the former ( L e., the Unma- 
nifest Brahman) [to be the fruit], because [the former] 
is said to be the cause [ of Dharma ]. 41 



NOTES 


Sutra 40 

1. These two Sutras seem to us to form an independent 
Adhikarana, and to discuss the topic of the nature of the 
fruit mentioned in Sutra 38. 

2. ‘ ’ seems to be a reference to a ^ruti in which 

the ‘ religious merit ' ( ) is mentioned as to be given by the 

Supreme Being. Such a Sruti seems to be the following :■ — 

d il ( Kau. Upa. ) In this Sruti 

Brahman is said to give the fruit in the form of 
' religious merit. ’ Jaimini, according to this Sutra, held that 
it was the fruit in the form of religious merit, which would 
be given by Brahman. 

3. Saiikara takes Sutras 40-41 as forming part of the 

same Adhikarana along with Sutras 38-39. He construes the 
Sutra ( 40 ) as ^ I To us 

the evident significance of the Sutra seems to be that Jaimini 
considered dharma to be the fruit ( ) given by Brahman. 

Sankara takes SR CR as And as Sruti he quotes 

‘ But, as nothing is said in this Sruti about 

as he gives arguments to interpret that ^ruti. 

And he finds that his argument is forestalled in Sutra 38 ; he 
therefore gives additional arguments which are not given in 
the Sutra. In fact Sankara’s interpretation of this Sutra becomes 
superfluous after the conclusion established in Sutras 38-39, 

Sutra 41 

4. ‘ g ’ indicates a refutation of the view of Jaimini in 
Sutra 40, 
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5. refers to the Supreme Being discussed in the 

preceding Sutras. Badarayana thinks that Brahman is the 
fruit ( ) given by Brahman. This agrees with ( 1 ) 

13^ %?r stiott (Mu. Upa.), in which 

verse the Atman is declared to be that which is to be reached 
( and ( 2 ) ( Katha 

Upa. III. 9 ), where the is said to be the Supreme 

Abode of and the end of the “ Journey ” which in this 
Sruti represents symbolically “ all human efforts for release 
from transmigration ” ( See Bra. Su. I. 4. 1-7 ). 

6* — Brahman is said to be the cause of 

religious merit in the Sruti quoted under the preceding Sutra; 
so, religious merit is a goal far inferior to Brahman ; Brahman 
itself should be regarded as the fruit, rather than what Brahman 
is said to be the cause of. This seems to be the argument 
of Badarayana. ^rutis like ( 1 ) ( Katha Upa. 

III. 2 ), ( 2 ) ( Katha Upa. V. 13, 

for cf. q^cr, etc., ) also show that the 

Brahman is the cause of 

7. Sankara takes “ in the sense of Isvara to be 

the ffiver of the fruit because he is the cause of religious 
merit according to the Sruti. It should be said that in the 
Sruti in question ( Kau. Upa. Vide supra ), there is no 
mention of the giver of the fruit. This Sruti 

does not describe as a tfjg; received from God by the 
individual soul for any action performed by him. It distinctly 
states that Brahman is the or cause of fsg'?: is the 
cause of «llr, therefore 'Siflr is a created thing. To argue 
that a created thing rather than the creator would be the 
bestower of the fruit, would be lessening the cogency of the 
argument. Sankara saw this difficulty and explained 
of Isvara as being the creator of creatures in harmony with their 
own individual actions ( 

SRn5 l ). The Sutrakara, most probably, did not mean 
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this kind of cr^ at all, but he meant by the summum 

honum, the ultimate goal, the absolution. Sankara’s interpreta- 
tion of these Sutras ( 40-41 ) makes Sutras II. 1. 34-36, 
supererogatory. Moreover, the subject of these Sutras as 
understood by Sankara is foreign to the whole Pada ( III. 2 ) 
because he takes Sutras 11-37 as dealing with rr^fg[?ir, while 
he takes Sutras 38-41 as dealing with ( or ). 



CHAPTER II 


SECTION I 

Sutras III. 3. 1-4 

(t ) I 

( \ I 

( « ) ^ I 

TRANSLATION 

The { certain ) knowledge of Brahman [ can be 
obtained] from all the Vedantas, because of the non-dffierence 
of the Injunction etc., [ in all the Vedantas ]. I 

If it be argued [ by the Opponent ], “ No, because 
of the difference of the Injunction etc., [ of one Vedanta 
from the same of another Vedanta ] ”, we reply, “ No, 
even [if they be the same] in one Branch [of each Veda, 
we hold, the same Brahman is to be known from all the 
Vedantas], 2 

and because svadhyaya being what it means { L e., 
nothing else but one’s own text of religious study ) a 
person has religious fitness for [ the study of ] that [ text 
which is ] in vogue [ in his Branch ]. And that rule is 
like the rule of the sava Sacrifices, 3 

and the ^ruti shows it. 4 



NOTES 


Sutra 1 

( 1 ) The topio of all the Vedantas is 

Brahman; lit., ‘ Brahman is one the knowledge of which is to 
be had from all the Vedantas. ’ All the Vedantas teach 
Brahman, and not only some of them teach it, because all the 
Vedantas have identical ( lit., non-different ) Injunction, eto. 
By the word ‘ Vedanta ’ the Sutrakara intends to exclude 
Samhita, Brahmana, Aranyaka and Khila. ( See g'TTR in Bra. 
Su. III. 3. 5 aijd see Sutras III. 3. 19-24.) 

‘ distinguished from 5U5iW[^ fi; 

( in Bra. Su. III. 3. 55 ). Brahman is taught in 
( and may be studied from ) all the Vedantas i. e., from the 
Vedantas or Upanis.ads of all Branches of all Vedas ( Bra. 
Su. III. 3. 1 ), but the “ ( sr^<?r'5T5T(: ) ” are taught in 

and are to be studied from all the Branches of only one 
particular Veda. (See Notes on in Bra. Su. III. 3, 2 

and in Bra. Su. III. 3, 55.) 

2. — In Jai. Su. II, 4. 6 the sameness of an act 

( ^5R55[, e. g. ) is proved on the ground of non-distinction 

of and sTiw ( >3:4 ^r^rTiT^q^^jrni^TT- 

f^^U^-Jai. Su. II. 4 . 6 ). The same four proofs of identity 
of topic seem to have been meant here by It is 

worth noting that in this Pada and also elsewhere in the 
Brahmasutra the method of argument regarding Brahman is 
the one established in the Jaiminisutra regarding Karman 
( rites, see Note 4 below ). 

3. The first Sutra Bra. Su III. 3. 1 ) seeks to establish 

the unity or identity of Brahman taught in ail the Vedantas 
on the ground that and sriw about Brahman 

in all the Vedantas are indentical. 
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4. Sankara says that the preceding Pada deals with 
and that this Pada deals with g'JjOT or sT^Trtl, 

the result of the meditation on which is at most and 

also with certain topics like the srini ^tc. But this distinction 
does not seem to us to have been made by the Sutrakara. 
In Bra. Su. III. 2 the sflTS!' was discussed and it was 

also established that there is no other higher Brahman than 
that which is the aspect of Brahman. So, it is 

quite reasonable to think that Bra. Su. III. 3. I continues the 
same topic of 

In this Sutra and in fact in this Pada and in the Pada 
which follows this, the Sutrakara has tried to explain his 
doctrine by the help of the rules of the Purvamimamsa. Thus, 
we have here According to Sankara’s School, 

the f^rajor cannot be a topic of Injunction ( ); so, in 

order to get rid of the difficulty, he says, this Pada deals 
with the ^OT while the preceding Pada with the 

To us it seems that the Sutrakara does not make 
distinction between the and the ^qr^q' as is 

done by Sankara. According to the Sutrakara Brahman has 
two aspects the and the ^qqg[_ and each of the two 

has certain gars and is also without certain other ijors, as will 
be shown by us in the course of this Pada ( Bra. Sii. III. 3 ). 
So, the Sutrakara, unlike Sankara, does not find any difficulty 
in taking to be a subject of Injunction. Sankara also 

feels that 'his interpretation of Bra. Su. I. 1. 4 is in conflict 
with Bra. Su. III. 3. 1. 

Moreover, Sankara does not take ‘ ’ as understood in 

“ ” He says ; “ srrfti^q- 

RtwWRWL.” And, from what 
follows, he does not appear to take ‘ ’ literally, because 

according to him the several ^urs or fqn«Tlf^ which are 
discussed in this Pada are each of them discussed not on the 
basis of all the Vedantas, but on that of only those Vedantas 
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in which the same is stated, the number of which is 
generally two, three or four only. To us, it appears that 
there is no reference to the several f^TS like 
snoiflr^iT, ( as a ), etc., 

here ; but only and its meditations are discussed here and 
that ‘ ?=rlrg^T5cr ’ is to be understood literally, because the 
problems of this Pada are discussed on the basis of all the 
Upanisadic texts ( i. e. Vedantas ) of all the Branches of each 
Veda ( See Note on in Bra. Su. III. 3. 2, and 

in Bra. Su. III. 3. 55 ). 

Sutra 2 

5. in Siitra III. 3. 2' — The opponent argues that 

one and the same Brahman is not taught in all the Vedantas, 
because and other proofs of identity of topic in all of 

them are ' not the same ’ ( ). To us it seems that as in 

the preceding Sutra the Sutrakara asserted the identity (arf^^) 
of as the argument, “ in Sutra 2 asserts that 

these etc., are different. 

6. — The Sutrakara in Sutra 1 assered that 

and others were the same in all the Vedantas and therefore 
the knowledge ( srcgg ) of Brahman was to be had from all 
the Vedantas. The opponent in Sutra 2 says that all the 
Vedantas do not teach Brahman ( but some teach also ), 
because gV3[5fT etc., are not identical in all the Vedantas 
To this the Sutrakara replies in “ 

“ ” seems to us to refer to “ as 

understood. We make this suggestion because in Sutra III. 
3. 55 we have “ ff ” It appears to us that 

Sutras 1—54 deal with the meditation on Brahman not thought 
of as consisting of ‘‘ parts ” ( ®r|fs ), while Sutras 55-59 deal 
with the meditation on Brahman thaught of as consisting of 
“ parts ” ( St^qmfTT; ). In Sutra 65 the Sutrakara 

seems to mention the difference between the meditation on 
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Brahman without parts and the same on Brahman with parts. 
He has proposed an in the case of the meditation on 

Brahman without parts in Sutra III. 3. 5, but in Sutra 55 he 
says that the meditations of Brahman based upon the sr^s 
of Brahman should not be collected, because they are taught 
in the Branches of each particular Veda 

From this it appears that the Sutrakara ( in Sutra III 3. 
55 ) argues that the may be collected 

in the 3[ri^rs of each Veda, so that the followers of one 
Veda should not practise such meditations of the 
of another Veda. 

To us it seems that Sutras 1-2 which deal with the main 
or the meditation on Brahman itself should be consi- 
dered from the standpoint of what is said in Sutra 55 and the 
following regarding the 

In the case of the Sutrakara says that 

Brahman is taught in all the Vedantas i. e., in all the Upani- 
sads of all the Vedas. Thus, he distinguishes the meditation 
on Brahman from that on ^tff air:!;,. The thoughts of 

the latter belong to Branches of only each Veda; so all 
Branches of only each Veda should collect the thoughts on 
the 3 l^s of Brahman for themselves from all the Branches of 
each Veda. But in the meditation of Brahman itself^ all Vedas 
4 . e., the followers of all the Branches of all the Vedas should 
collect the thoughts etc., on Brahman. 

Thus, are taught in all the Vedas, 

while belong to or are taught in all the 

Branches of each Veda only. 

As a result of the above conclusion, the Sutrakara ( in 
Sutra 2 ) seems to reply the opponent’s argument by saying 
that if etc., are the same even in one Branch of each Veda, 
we shall conclude that all the Vedas teach the same Brahman. 
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The opponent argued that etc,, were not the same 

in all the Vedantas or Upanisads, so that Brahman only was 
not known from all the Vedantas; certain Vedantas taught 
5 ^ and not Brahman. In this case though and 

( and ) uiay be the same in all the Vedantas, 

the tk'T and of the would be different from 

those of the sr^R%^T?crs ( See Note on Bra. Su. III. 2. 27 ). 

“ ” — The Sutrakara replies that if etc., 

were the same even in one Branch of each Veda, he would 
assert that the knowledge of Brahman was given in all the 
Vedantas ( because or sr«rR and or were 

only two aspects of the same Brahman ). 

Thus, the singular number ( ) is to be contrasted 

with the plural number ( ) in order to grasp the 
difference in the Sutrakara’s view about the teaching of 

and that of Brahman with parts. should be taken 

as understood in Sutra 2. 

According to the Sutrakara’s reply ( ) in Sutra 

2, the difference of e-tc., between the various Vedantas 

does not matter, because even if they are the same in only 
one Branch of each of the Vedas, Brahman is known from all 
the Vedantas. So that the different etc., differ 

only in expression, not in sense. Thus, Brahman may have 
different names in different Branches. 

7. in Sutra III. 3. 2 appears to us to be a con- 
tradiction of in ( Sutra III. 3. 1 ) and 

should mean would probably refer to the fact 

that in some Upanisads ‘ Brahman’ is taught, in others ‘Purusa’ 
(STRqi Wf); in some the goal is said to be Brahman, in 
others Brahmaloka ( ), Sankara says that means 

we find no reference to sjor in the Sutra itself. 

‘ should mean ‘ as the expression 

‘ ’ in Bra. Su. III. 3. 55 shows Sankara 
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explains as fq?Iiqmq3rT?ftq^ !piq^ 

This • goiqi^qqf^ ’ is neither stated nor implied in the Sutra, 
though it may be consistent with Sankara’s illustration of 
( Cha. Upa. V. 9 ). 

A serious difficulty in accepting Saiikara’s interpretation 
of Bra. Su. III. 3. 2 is that he takes JjorTWK?: as the topic 
of the Sutra, though in this Sutra the Sutrakara only discusses 
Brahman as the teaching of all Vedantas, and is first 

introduced only in Su. III. 3. 5. 

Sutra 3 

8. An objection may be raised against Bra. Su. III. 3. 1 
as follows : — “ If all the Vedantas teach the same Brahman, one 
must learn all the Vedantas ; but this is not so, because one 
learns only the text of his own Branch ( his own ‘ svadhyaya ). 

The Sutrakara answers this objection by pointing out 
that ‘ svadhyaya ’ is “ what it means ” ( cT^fcW ), i. e., by its 
very name it is meant to be studied by only him whose 
svadhyaya it is, and that one is considered religiously fit 
( ) or one has the religious fitness viz., the discharge 

of obligation to the practice of his family. Thus, it is only a 
religious formality that one is to study his own svadhyaya; it 
does not go against the fact that all the Vedantas teach 
( the same ) Brahman. does not conflict with 

taking the same Brahman as taught in all Vedantas, even if 
ete., be identical in one Branch of every Veda. Sva- 
dhyaya is meant to be studied in one’s own Branch ( 
cT^jir) and also one is entitled to repeat the text in vogue 
( ) in one’s Branch. 

So, svadhyaya has its purpose fulfilled, when one studies 
and repeats the text of his Sakha only. But so far as the 
knowledge of Brahman is considered, it may be gathered 
from all the Vedantas. 

9. The ffrtrR of svadhyaya is like that of SEjqs. The ^qs 
are the only sacrifices restricted to the followers of only one 
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Veda ( ), all other sacrifices being common to all 

the Vedas. Similarly svadhyaya is meant for only one Branch 
of a particular Veda. The knowledge of Brahman is meant 
for the followers of and may be gathered from all the Vedas. 

10. V. L. for The idea seems to be 

similar to that in 

5T^cr: % i 

sninir??? rstrct: ii ( Bha, Gi. II. 46 ). 

When water is overflowing everywhere, it matters very little 
from what place one fetches water for himself. Similarly 
when Brahman is taught in all Vedantas, it matters little 
which Vedanta one adopts as his svadhyTrya ‘ text of 
obligatory religious study. ’ 

11. ‘ cTSIIR ’ should mean ‘ ’ and not “ 

” as Sankara puts it. Sankara 
separates from ?r«ItRfr unnecessarily; he explains it 

by <3;^ fr ” and thus makes one sentence 

out of one ( ‘ ’ ) in the Sutra. After ‘ ’ 

( interpreted as ) Sankara adds ‘ sn^Iwfw^T 

f5[Jrfqr sq-RqRfjTfe ^HIiRffcr. ’ However, in his 

subsequent discussion it is clear that he also feels that this 
addition is not sufficient to serve his purpose. It is strange 
that “ q:?rT ” in the Mundaka Upanisad ( Mu. Upa. 

III. 2. 10 ) should be interpreted as referring to the particular 
text-book instead of to the Lore about Brahman taught in 
that Upanisad. Moreover, Sankara separates ‘ ’ from 

‘ ’ and interprets ‘ ’ as “ 

and to it he adds “ «^cfsgs5f(^ 3TVir?qr?I5I®^(sir 
’sTff locl^ ” Thus, according to Sankara each of 

the words ‘ ’ ‘ ?T«ir5^ ’ ‘ ’ and ‘ ’ 

is equivalent to an individual sentence, instead of the whole 
expression giving two fgs viz., and 

as we have suggested. ‘ ?rf 5 r?rJT ’ in the Sutra should 
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interprets it. ‘ cT^ ’ mast refer to some word in the Sutra itself. 

In fact the Sutra ( III. 3. 3 ) is an explanation of why 
there should be a rule about the svadhyaya, when all the 
Vedantas teach the same Brahman. The Sutrakara says 
that though all the Vedantas teach Brahman, one is not given 
the option of choosing any Vedanta text for svadhyaya, but 
everyone is obliged to study his own text ( as svadhyaya ). There 
is no reference to the of the i>i 1^1^® Sutra at all. 

Sutra 4 

10. — This is a reference to such texts as 

( Katha Upa. II. 15 ). The ^ruti shows that 
only one Brahman is known from all the Vedantas. 

We may raise a question : Can refer also to such 

Srutis as “ ” 

“ ” is used in the Brahmasutras as distinct from 

“ ” because where the Sutrakara wants to refer to both 

and he gives such a Sutra as “ =5rT»5V srfq 

’’ ( III. 2. 17 ). So, seems to be a reference to 

only Sruti. 

13. Sankara’s on Sutra III. 3. 4 is in two parts, 
one quoting certain texts and another giving cross references 
to the same fgg'j as found in two different Vedanta texts. The 
latter part, of course, is not given as an explanation of the Sutra. 

Sankara’s quotation proves that all and not some Vedantas, 
in the opinion of the Sutrakara, teach the same Brahman. 
But from what follows (See Sankara’s comm, on Bra. Su. 
Ill 3 ) we learn that Sankara takes “ ^ ” as only those in 
which a particular fguT or is given. Thus Sankara 

modifies the sense of ‘ ^4' ^ in both the Sutra ( III. 3. 1 ) and 
the Sruti referred to in Su. III. 3, 4. 


la 



SECTION II 


Collecting of Information, Attributes, Method of 
Meditation, Aspects, etc. 

Sutra 111* 3. 5-9 

( ^ ^ l 

( ^ I 

( vs ) ^ I 

( < ) 3 I 

( ^ I 

TRANSLATION 

Owing lo the identity of topic { Brahman ) • the 
Collecting together [ of the attributes and other information 
relating to Brahman should be done from all the Vedantas ], 
as in the case of those ( rites ) which are subsidiary to 
an Injunction ; and [ this Collecting is to be done ] in the 
case of a similar [ text ]. 

If it be argued, “ It is otherwise [ than the proposed 
Collecting ], on the ground of the Sruti, ” we reply, “ No, 
because of non-difference” [ of the topic, as stated above ]. 

Nor [ is it otherwise ] on the ground of the diversity 
of Context, just as the parovarlyastva [ of the Udgitha, etc., 
cannot be said to be different from the parovarlyastva of 
other things ]. 

If it be argued, “ [ It is otherwise ] on the ground of 
the Designations [ of Brahman, being different ],” we reply 
that “ We have already expressed [ our view about ] it ; 
but, even then [ the Collecting ] remains,” 

And [ our view about the Collecting is ] the proper 
one, because [ Brahman is spoken of as ] all-pervading. 



NOTES 

Sutra 5 

1. In Sutras III, 3. 1-4 the Sfitrakara has proved that all 

the Vedantas teach ( the same ) Brahman; that, in other 
words, the subject of all the Vedantas is the same ( ). 

Now, he argues further. Because the same ( Brahman ) is 
the topic of all the Vedantas, a Collection of the thoughts 
and other information on Brahman mentioned in the various 
Vedantas should be made. 

2. — In the Purvamimainsa, a rule is established 
that all the subsidiary rites pertaining to an Injunction should 
be collected from the various tests where they occur. The 
Sutrakara applies this rule in the ease of the meditation 
on Brahman. 

3. — This word seems to state a condition under which 
the Collection should be made. It seems to us to be as follows : 

The Sutrakara distinguishes between t^vo types of 
texts viz., the Vedantas and the other parts of the Sruti. The 
information about Brahman is to be collected together from 
all Vedanta texts, not from the other Sruti texts such as the 
Sanihitas and Brahmanas. Thus, ‘ ’ means in the case 

of a similar text i. e., ‘ a Vedanta text. ’ This meaning of 
‘ ’ is suggested to us by the word ‘ ’ in Bra. Su, 

III. 3. 19. 

4. is a Collection and as Brahman is to be shown 

to be the Collection is to be made from all the 

Vedantas, not merely from two or more Vedantas; further, the 
Collection is not to be made mutually by two or more Branches 
dealing with the same as Sankara and other commenta- 

tors say; but it is to be made by the followers of all the 
Branches of cdl the Vedas, as is implied in ‘ 
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( See Sankara’s meaning of in Bra. Su. II. 1. 24. 

and III. 4. 48 ) 

5. Sankara takes to mean “ 5 t: 5oiHwr^i?if 

^ ”. It seems to us that ^ reference 

to the conclusion established in the preceding Adhikarana 
consisting of Sutras III. 3. 1-4. The same ST?! is taught in 
all the Vedantas ( therefore a Collection of the 

( meditational ) thoughts and other information on that 3i^, 
vie., Brahman, should be made. ( See also the following Note. ) 

Sutra 6 

6. According to Sankara Sutra 5 is to be directly 
connected with Sutra 10, and Sutras 6-8 form an independent 
Adhikarana ( See the last sentence of Sa. Bha. on Bra. Su. 

III. 3. 5— g I ). 

But, to US it seems that Sutra 6 and the following three 
Sutras are directly connected with Sutra 5, all of them forming 
the same Adhikarana. 

7. — This is a view as regards the 

proposed by the Sutrakara in the preceding Sutra. The oppo- 
nent says that no Collection should be made ( lit. “ the fact 
is otherwise than that stated in Sutra 5 ” ), because of the 
explicit word of the Sruti ( There are Srutis which 

declare that one should know Brahman ‘‘ thus ” i. e., 

as it is taught in one particular Branch of a Veda, e. g., ( 1 ) 

CC# Cha. Upa. IV. 15. 3 ; ( 2 ) sriclTr 

1— Cha. 

Upa. VIII. 3. 3 which refers to the ; ( 3 ) 

Br. Upa. 

IV. 4. 23. The opponent argues: “In all these passages the 
Sruti insists upon the knowledge of Brahman in the very imy 
in which it is taught in the particular Branch of a Veda. 
Therefore, no Collection from all the Vedantas is required to 
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be made for the knowledge of Brahman. ” ( See Sa. Bha. on 
Bra. Su. III. 3. 10. ) 

8. This seems to refer to the identity of the 

topic in the various Vedantas in which the knowledge of 
Brahman “ in a particular way ” ( is demanded from 

the aspirant. Brahman as taught in the Srutis in which 
expressions like a;# occur and in 

other Srutis is the same ; therefore such an expression 

cannot debar us from making the Collection of thoughts on 
Brahman. The ( topic ) being the same, the 5i5g[ does 
not matter. 

9. Sankara in his interpretation of this Sutra takes it 

to be a discussion of the srpirf^UI or passages from 

the Bf. Upa. and the Cha. Upa. ( Br. Upa. I. 3, and Cha. 
Upa. I. 2 ). But the Sutra itself contains no indication of 
such a reference. If we look to the context, ‘ should 

mean “ otherwise ” than the mentioned in the preceding 

Sutra, as explained above. Again, Sankara does not take 

as the view, but according to him the 

whole Sutra ( III. 3. 6 ) is a Moreover, in this case 

Sankara’s interpretation of the inuri^lir is quite different from 
that which he proposes as the aim of this Pada in his inter- 
pretation of Sutras III, 3. 1-4 ; i. e., in this case the 
insists that both the Vedanta texts teach the same while 

the establishes that the two flraiTs are not identical. 

Lastly, Sankara interprets as 

inspite of there being no mention of in the immediately 

preceding Sutra and, again, he modifies the sense of sifq^q 
into 

Sutra 7 

10. “ qt ” here means “ or We think, in this Sutra 

it is not used in the sense of “ g ” as Sankara understands it. 
And ‘ ^ qi would mean ‘ ^ 
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Thus, it is not necessary to take Sutra 6 as a ( because 

‘ ’ does not mean “ g ” ). Instead of saying “ 

%5r ”, the Sutra simply says “ ^ 

11. ST^^or^nj;^ — This is one more argument of the for 

‘ The argues that there can be no Collection 

( of attributes etc., of Brahman ) from all the Vedantas (?T^%5[jfcr- 
sic^T^rJi; — Bra. Su. III. 3. 1.), because the srgj^Tir or context of each 
of the V edantas is different from that of the rest, though Brahman 
be taken as taught in all the Vedantas ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 1 ). 

12. Here the Sutrakara seems to give 

an illustration in which the sense ( of a word ) remains the 
same though the context varies; so that does not 

cause 

refers to Cha. Upa. I. 9 where is an 

adjective of ^^s, and of^ftcfft or life in this world; and 

it also refers to Cha. Upa. 11. 7 where is an adjective 

of ?5riTT and of siTW, =g^:, taken as a group. 

In all these different places of context, the word has 

the same sense, viz., ‘‘ that ( series ) in which each succeeding 
member is superior to each preceding one ”. By grif^ in the Sutra, 
the Sutrakara refers to some other words like which 

have the same sense in different places. All that the Sutrakara 
seems to say is that the variety of the or context does 

not necessarily lead to the variety of sense. According to the 
Sutrakara STRff and other attributes ( or ‘ thoughts ’ ) of 
Brahman have the same sense even when they are collected 
from the various Vedantas, because they all are the attributes 
of Brahman which is the same in all the Vedantas. When 
which occurs in one context is also taken in another 
context, it has the same sense ; similarly if we take sRfR?^ and 
other attributes from the various Vedantas and collect them 
for the purpose of meditation on Brahman, they will not change 
their sense. 
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13. According to Sankara, this is a Siddhanta Sutra and 

establishes that the or lore in Cha. Upa. I. 2 is not the 
same as that in Br, Upa. I. 3 ( ). But it must be pointed 

out that he explains as Several other 

reasons which Sankara gives, are not referred to in the Sutra, 
We have interpreted “ in as showing an 

illustration ; Sankara takes it as 

and supplies as understood q-?iT (q^- 

b Here if he takes “ ggf” ( iu cr’ct- 
) in the sense of q-qi, he interprets 
as There is no word in the 

Sutra to suggest these additions. Thus, Sankara seems to 
interpret “ ” in both as showing an 

illustration and as meaning fq%2. He does not seem to 
interpret 3Ttfg in the Sutra. If the last line of Sa, Bhasya on 
Su. Ill, 3. 7 gives the explanation of it 

would appear that according to Sankara the Sutrakara gives the 
example of two Vedanta texts of the same Upanisad in order to 
prove in two Vedanta texts each of a different Upanisad. 

Sutra 8 

14. . This seems to us to be the third argument 

of the for the first two arguments being 

respectively ( in Bra. Sii. III. 3. 6 ) and ( in 

Bra. Su. Ill, 3. 7 ). The argues that should 

not be made because the names of Brahman ( which is taught 
in all the Vedantas ) differ. Owing to the various names of 
Brahman, we should not collect the thoughts on or attributes 
of Brahman from the Vedantas. 

15. — The Sutrakara here seems to refer to a 

foregoing Sutra in which he has mentioned the difference of 
the names of Brahman. Probably the reference is to be traced to 
Bra. Su. III. 2. 27 which reads “ Brahman 
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is like the serpent and the coil of serpent because it is called 
both ( ). ” According to the Sutrakara Brahman 

is both and or and ; so it can have both 

the types of names. 

16. — “ But even then the remains 

a fact The Sutrakara seems to say that the admission of 
various names of Brahman on his part, does not mean that 
thereby he admits the opponent’s view that the difference of 
names bars the collection of the attributes of Brahman. In 
fact, the difference in names of Brahman is like that of the 
names srff and the serpent and the coil; both are names 

of one and the same object. Therefore, even though the names 
of Brahman differ while ( the same ) Brahman is taught in 
the various Vedantas, a collection of its attributes etc,, should 
be made for the purpose of meditation on Brahman. 

17. These three arguments of and ( in 

Bra. Su. III. 3. 6-8 ) seem to have been referred to by 

in (Bra. Su. III. 3. 58); and that Sutra 

dealing with sT^rfqr^qt: seems to us to support our 

interpretation of the present Sutras ( III. 3. 5-9 ) dealing with 
not based upon the arffs of Brahman. 

18. Sankara does not connect with as we 

do, but he interprets as , and refers to the fact 

that is the one name of the lore in both the Upanisads 

in question. “ ’’ is, according to Sankara, a reference 

to the preceding Sutra; so that for the opponent’s further 
argument of “ ” the Sutrakara, in Sankara’s opinion, 

gives no new reply, but refers him to what he has said in the 
preceding Sutra. Though he himself says that the same 
viz., ‘ ’ occurs in both the Upanisads, he argues that 

is ” is explained by Sankara 

as “ qrf^g Irgc^tq;?^ ” Thus, he explains ^ in 

the Sutra as referring to ‘ ’, which is his explanation 

of “ %ir(g{ Elsewhere in the Sutras e. g., in Bra. Su. III. 
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3. 44 ' ‘ ’ means “ even then. ” It is not clear how 

Sankara interpretes g in the Sutra, because once he takes g 
with and again he seems to interpret g as g'. 

Sutra 9 

19. g shows the continuation of the same Adhikarana 

and thus it gives one more argument in favour of the Sutra- 
kara’s view ( about ). Sankara makes one independent 

Adhikarana out of this Sutra and takes g in the sense of g 
without giving any reason why the Sutrakara should prefer to 
use g though he could have used g itself ( See infra ). 

20. As said above, here the Sutrakara seems to give 
one more argument for his view that a Collection of the 
attributes etc., of Brahman should be made. He appears to 
say that because of the omnipresence of Brahman, it is quite 
proper that a Collection of its attributes be made. When a 
principle is omnipresent, it means that it is the only one 
principle in the world. There can not reasonably be two 
omnipresent principles. Brahman is an omnipresent principle, 
hence it is only one and the same ; so the same Brahman 
is taught in all the Vedantas under different names. There- 
fore, it is proper that its attributes be collected for the purpose 
of meditation. 

21. According to Sankara the Sutra discusses 

( Cha. Upa. I. 1. 1 ), particularly the meaning of 
the case in apposition of and in this sentence. 

It is perhaps due to this supposed reference of this Sutra to 
Cha. Upa. I. 1. 1 that Sankara is led to interpret “ g ” of the 
Sutra in the sense of g intended to exclude ‘ ’ about 

Cha. Upa. I. 1. 1. “ ” is explained by Sankara by saying 

that the Syllable Om is and that sgrflf means 

instead of taking sgiflr in the general sense of 
or ‘ omnipresence ’. He says that the 


13 
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word adjective of “ sr^ ” in the Sruti 

iT^uestion ; otherwise, in absence of “ one may under- 
stand the ^T^5?rifq ST^ from the simple word “ ”. 

TWs does not seem to be a very happy argument, because 

when the Sruti starts with , whence 

is the possibility of forgetting that here means a Syllable, 

• larly the Syllable Om ? On a subsequent consideration 
?^Tara himself sees the difficulty in accepting bis explanation 

^ nresence of the word in the Sutra 

01 tne p ^ ^ ^ #v > 


means 




jjgye it may be stated that to us there seems to be not 
«>motest suggestion in these Sutras ( III. 3. 6-9 ) of a 

tJl6 TT • _ .1 _ A. 


reference to the Cha. and Br. Upanisad passages, as Sankara 
and other commentators take it to be. The Stitrakara was 
Ijly not interested in discussing these f^rs since the 
^tr of attributes which he actually mentions is that of the 


attributes which he has collected in Bra. Su. I. 1-3, as will be 
from our interpretation of ( in- Bra, Su. III. 3. 

11 ) ^ ^ STj^Tcrin^q-; ( in Bra. 

g_ ’jjj 3, 39 ). Moreover, these do not really form an 

6s“sent»l part of awfttn. 



SECTION III 


Difference of Two Aspects ( Names ) only, 

Sutra 111. 3. 10 


( I 


TRANSLATION 

These two [ designations or aspects of Brahman are to 
be understood as ] distinct from each other [ lit. elsewhere than 
the non-difference ( abheda ) established in all points sabda, 
prakarana etc. ] 



NOTES 

Sutra 10 

1. seems to refer to the identity or non- 

difference in respect of 3TIW ( Bra. Su. III. 

3. 1 ), ?[J5^ ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 6 ) and sr^^cq: ( Bra. Su, III. 3. 7 ). 
In both the preceding Adhikaranas ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 1-4, III. 
3. 5-9 ), an attempt is made to prove the identity of several 
points with respect to Brahman. ( See in Sutra 1, 

in Sutra 5, and the refutation of in Sutra 2, 
in Sutra 6 and srsK?:^^ in Sutra 7. ) 

There was only one point with regard to Brahman, in 
which the Sutrakara did not object to the diflference proposed 
by the opponent, viz., the names, %^TS, of Brahman ( Sutra 8 ); 
and even there he said that there were only two names of 
Brahman just as a serpent is called srfi; and which ( names ) 

were not identical though Brahman is one and the same, and 
though the only same Brahman is taught in all the Vedantas. 

2. seems to mean “ ( lit. elsewhere than 

in ). 

3. seems to refer to the two or rather two types 
of names of Brahman admitted and mentioned by the Sutra- 
kara in Sutra III. 3. 8 ( and in Su. III. 2. 27; see also Sutra 
III. 3. 52 ). 

4. Thus, looking to the context we are inclined to 

think that the Sutrakara ( in Sutra 10 ) says that there is 
identity in all respects regarding Brahman, except in the 
case of these two ^^(s. This would ultimately mean that 
the two aspects of Brahman, and should be 

understood as identical in so far as Brahman is one. 
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In the Sutras that follow ( i. e., in III. 3. 11-54 ), the 
Sutrakara explains how Brahman under these two different 
names is to be meditated upon. Sutras III. 3, 11-54 would 
appear to support the interpretation of Sutras HI. 2. 11-41 
and III. 3. 1-10 proposed by us. 

I * 

5. Sankara understands this Sutra to refer to the passages 
about in the Br. TJpa., the Cha. Upa., and the 

Katha Upa., though the Sutra contains no word indicative of 
such a reference. “ ” in the Sutra which should refer to 

some word in the preceding Sutra or Sutras is interpreted by 
Ankara as referring to ^ gyn: in the 

passages which he quotes. Thus, he takes “ ” as mas. 

plu, instead of as fern. du. referring to the two mentioned 
in Su. III. 3. 8 and thereby to the and aspects 

of Brahman, as done by us. “ ” is construed by Sankara, 

not as STPq'sr but as correlative of taken as under- 
stood by him. Lastly, as interpreted by us refers to 

all the or identity mentioned by the Sutrakara in the 
preceding two Adhikaranas, while according to Sankara 
means “ {l artori^irRiTf«l^ ” and the 

reason for this statement is given by Saiikara himself, viz., 

To us it seems that does not 

contain even the slightest reference to the The 

argument of the on which it based its view about the 

passages, and the reply of the f^^TfcT to that argu- 
ment are neither of them mentioned in the Sutra; only 
Sankara is responsible for them. ‘ 



SECTION IV 


Attributes of the Pradhana Aspect of Brahman. 

Sutras HI. 3. 11-15 

HR) l 

( I 

( ?« ) sn^qRR 5r^5r?iT^iT?r?t i 

( ) 3nRTr?F^Tg I 

TRANSLATION 

Bliss and the other ( attributes ) belong to the chief 
aspect [ L e. the formless aspect ] of Brahman. 1 1 

We cannot admit priyasirastva and the other attributes, 
because increment and decrement of Hnanda as implied 
in the phrases priyasirastva etc., can be supposed to take 


place in Brahman ] if there is a difference [ in the degree 
of bliss within Brahman, but the latter is not the case], 12 

But we cannot admit [ lit. There is no admission of ] 
othere attributes [ than dnandadayah and priyasirastva- 
dayali ], because these have the sameness of sense, 13 

because they have no utility for the purpose of 
meditation, 14 

and because [ the use of ] the word “ Atman ” [ as 
the subject of these attributes shows that they are common 
also to the Jivatman ]. 15 



NOTES 

Sutra 11 

1. JT^R^^T—This word is the same as in Bra. Su. III. 2. 

14 ( ff cr?!T«IT«Tr^ig(^ ). ( See our Notes on that Sutras. ) 

The Sutrakara believes that Brahman has two aspects, viz,, the 

which is the or chief aspect and the which 

is the ( in Sutra III. 3. 16 ) or aspect. The Sutra- 
kara also seems to believe that the aspect has no 

form but it has jutrs or attributes. This is clear from several 
Sstras ( See Sutras III. 8. 37-42 ). It is also clear from this 
Sutra ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 11 ). 

In using the word for the aspect which the 

Sutrakara understands to be the chief aspect of Brahman, he 
seems to follow the terminology of the Jaiminisutra. 

2. — This must refer to a list of attributes, 
collected from various Vedantas, in which 3TR5? is the first 
( 3Tii^ ). Sankara and other Acaryas mention several attributes, 
but give no such list as is required by the nature of a 
compound. Even in the Taitirlya Upanisad which is quoted 
in the commentary on this Sutra and to which this Sutra 
undoubtedly refers, there is no such list. 

In our opinion “ ” in this Sutra is a reference to 

^cT: ( Bra. Su. I. 1. 2 ) which itself refers to 

3n<nf?T i snsr?? 

I Tai. Upa. III. 6. 

“ stiff ” in 3|t«Tff iff refers to 3TRffTT?T ( Bra. Su. 1. 1. 12 ), 
sTfcRl^r?! ( Bra. Su. I. 1. 20 ), ( Bra. Su. L 1. 22 ), sfn^ 

( Bra. Su. I. 1. 23 ), ( Bra. Su. I. 1. 24 ), and sifui 

( Bra. Su. I. 1. 28 ). 

Thus, seems to us to be a reference to all the 

attributes in the Srutis discussed in Bra. Su. I. 1. This 
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suggestion of ours would look more plausible if our interpreta- 
tion of ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 38 and 3TT?IlcT«TI'?’5r* ( 

III. 3. 39 ) as referring to Bra. Su. I. 2 and 1. 3 respectively 
be correct. 

3. Thus, the Sutra means that the attributes of Brahman 
mentioned in Bra. Su. I. 1 beginning with ananda, are those 
of the chief aspect or the formless ” aspect of Brahman, 

4, As shown above the Sutrakara has collected in his 

book the attributes etc., for tlie meditation on the 

aspect of Brahman ( Gf. also the argument 

in Bra. Su. III. 3. 14 ). But according to Saiikara, the Sutra 
means 3TR55[l^?T: si^R?e?T sTfPiTt To. us 

it appears that the Sutrakara here makes no direct attempt to 
reconcile the various conflicting Srutis even so far as the 
aspect of Brahman is concerned. According to him 
one is to study his own svtidhyaya; but while meditating on 
Brahman he may collect the attributes of Brahman ( “ as many 
of them as possible ’’—See Sutra III. 3. 31 ). Sankara or any 
other Acarya gives no explanation for the use of the word 
“ srsiR ” in the sense of Brahman. Sankara has used the 
word ‘ ’ instead of ‘ f sht?: ’ as an explanation of ‘ srsTR. ’ 

Prom this it would appear that Sankara takes this Sutra to 
refer to the RgoT or of his School. The same is 

indicated by his explanation of in STRffTi^ as fwfTRSRR, 
If this inference regarding Sankara’s inter- 
pretation be correct, the question arises : ‘ How can the 
Stfiq^have «t^s or giirs l ’ According to the Sutrakara, there is 
no inconsistency because sr«rR is not though it is 

According to Sankara the reason for “ ®rR5fr5f?r: 

SlfqqxTSqtt-is “ ” The Sutra 

neither mentions this reason nor does it contain any other 
expression like aier qq ( e. g., in Bra, Su. II. 3. 18 ) or 
( e. g., in Bra. Su. I. 4. 28, II. 1. 3 ) which would justify such 
an “ ” In fact the Sutrakara in Sutra 11 only makes 
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a statement of his scheme in selecting the Gratis for discussion 
in Bra. Su. I. 1. He makes no attempt to reconcile any 
Srutis here and therefore he is required to give no argument 
for sriSIUT^q. 

Sutra 12 

5. — This is undoubtedly a reference to Tai. 

Upa. II. 5, as is pointed out by the commentators. By “ ” 

we must understand 

6. srsTlfH — means non-admission or non-acceptance, reje- 
ction, This is the use of srsnTH in Bra. Su. II. 2. 18 ( 

cT^jnftrs ), II. 2. 22 ( 

), etc. The Sutrakara has, according to this Sutra, 
rejected these attributes, though the Tai. Upa. mentions them 
as belonging to Brahman. This is consistent with the fact 
that he has not mentioned in Bra. Su. I, where 

he has discussed the attributes of Brahman. 

7. — This is a reference to the words fsrq, 

snrtf , 3TT5T?? ( and perhaps to snig also in ‘ srf^gT ’ ). 

These words are such that each succeeding word indicates 
a greater degree of bliss than each preceding word. So, 
the increment and decrement ( ^q’arqiqg’^ ) which the 
Sutrakara has in his mind are only with reference to the 
quality of 3TR5? in the which ( quality ) is also 

mentioned in the preceding Sutra. This explains also why 

is placed after On mentioning the 

Sutrakara was naturally reminded of other attributes like 

etc,, which refer to the various degrees 
of the quality of bliss in Brahman. 

8. — This gives the reason why the 

Sutrakara rejected ?prs of Brahman. According 

to him is an attribute of ( the ST^qq^or ) Brahman 

but he admits no such difference of degree ( ) in the 


li 
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attribute of Brahman, as is expressed by the attributes like 
The attribute, in Brahman is the same; 

it does not undergo change, we may say, like the same 
attribute in men. Thus, because the in Brahman 

always remains the same and does not undergo change ( ), 

the Sutrakara rejects such attributes as 

9. The fact that the Sutrakara rejects these attributes 

by giving an argument of the sameness or changelessness of 
the of Brahman, proves indirectly that according to the 

Sutrakara the Tai. Upa, taught these as attributes of Brahman. 
Thus, Sankara’s doctrine that are not 

and also his interpretation of Bra. Su. I. 1. 12 based on 
that doctrine, are both of them inconsistent with the view of 
the Sutrakara. In the light of Sutra III. 3. 11-12 in our view 
Bra. Su. I. 1. 12-19 teaches that STRSf or is an attri- 

bute of Brahman. 

10. Sankara interprets STSTITH in the sense of 

3If?I3r sthtIh!. But the Sutrakara totally rejects fsr?T%t:^siTf^s 
without making any condition as to their appropriateness in 
the Tai. TJpa. The Sutrakara, moreover, refers to 

sfTRrf only, but Sankara explains it as referring to Brahman 
itself and quotes ‘ He also gives more reasons 

for 3?5nfe than the one given by the Sutrakara. Again, 
Sankara says that the Sutrakara’s srarifk ( “ restriction ” ) of 
fsr«r%?:^f5rjR should also be applied to other attributes like 
€to. This is inconsistent with Bra. Su. I. 2. 1 and 
Bra. Su. III. 3. 38 where, unlike the rejection and exclusion of 
from the lists of ^ms, the Sutrakara clearly 
mentions as an attribute of Brahman. Finally, Sankara’s 

remarks regarding 

^5^ ^ srfrf^ ) go against the 

Sutrakara’s view that the aspect of Brahman has also 

3jais ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 11, 37-42 ) , just as the aspect. 

There is no Brahman according to the Sutrakara, nor 

Brahman after the fashion of Sankara. 
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Sutra 13 

11. — The Sutrakara has mentioned 

Sutra 11 and in Sutra 12. Now, by fcR he must 

be referring to a third group of attributes. Again, as STsnfns 
occurs in Sutra 12, this third group seems to us to be a group 
of attributes which the Sutrakara has rejected i. e., which he 
has not mentioned in Bra. Su. I. 1-3. We mean that if we 
look to the contexts ( Sutra 12 ), should be a group of 
rejected attributes As we shall show below, 

3TI'e?n5fW and srtrJT^rs^Tir are reasons for the 

rejection of certain attributes. Tf this interpretation of ours be 
true, our explanation of would be more plausible. The 
degree of this plausibility will further increase if Sutra 33 
refers to in this . Sutra, as we are going to suggest 

in our interpretation of Sutra III. 3. 33. 

It seems to us that refers to such attributes as are 
mentioned in cr5r% *TtfjF sTIfrUT 

»TiT;?ts^3re^njrionT5^;?Tn^ii5T?5T^:JTW ?r flvsr?T fr 

^51 ( Bp. Upa. III. 8. 8. ) 

12. 3T^ii^riTt5'5TRi;~Aceording to the Sutrakara, these 
attributes have tJie same aim; therefore they have not been 
admitted (3TRW) by him in his list of attributes of the 
aspect of Brahman ( Bra. Su. I. 1 ). The Sutrakara does not 
feel the necessity of collecting them along with other attributes 
because they have the same sense ; while the other attributes, 

eifc., which he has collected, have each of them their 
own individual sense ( See Note 14 below for ). 

The word in Sutra III. 3. 33 seems to refer to 

in this Sutra. 

13. g shows the rejection of a which insisted on 

collecting these attributes. 

14. Sankara does not take as referring to a group 
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other than both and fsrqf^^rsri^?!: but he refers it 

to To us the context appears to require that we 

should have a reference to three groups of attributes here, 
viz., fst?rfe5i:^csn^5T5 and and that “ SPrsnfn: ” is to 

be construed with fcR also. 

seems to us to be a reference to the fact 
that all the negative attributes have the common meaning or 
purpose of denying any specific form of Brahman. Now, 
“ ” being taken as the Sutrakara did not feel it 

necessary to include these negative attributes in his list of 
attributes of Brahman. Sankara, however, understands 3T^- 
to mean srfr<irt 

Sutra 14 

15. The group of ?cR 5<Jn: is not admitted also because 

they are of no use for the purpose of meditation on Brahman, 
since the or aspect of Brahman is the object 

of meditation. 

I 

16. Sankara takes Katha Upa. III. 10-11 as the 

of this and the following Sutras, and makes one independent 
Adhikarana of these two Sutras. It should be said that Sutra 
14 contains no indication of a reference to the Katha Upanisad 
( Ka. XJpa. III. 10-11 ); and the which is used as an 

argument in Sutra 15 is found in the Katha Upa. passage, 
as well as in many other Upanisadic passages, so it cannot 
be taken as a sure indication of a reference to the Katha 
Dpa. in these Sutras. Moreover, as Sankara notices in his 
bhasya on Sutra 15, Katha Upa. III. 10-11 has been fully 
discussed by the Sutrakara in seven Sutras ( Bra. Su. I. 4. 1-7 ). 
Again, the doubt which, according to Sankara, is meant to be 
solved by these two Sutras, is whether each member of this 
series or only the in the Katha Upa. is intended to be 
established as cR. As Sankara himself says ( See the last 
sentence in his bhasya on Sutra III. 3. 15 ) this doubt is solved 
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by Katha Upa. III. 9 ; so, it appears to us, that the doubt was 
not raised by the Sutrakara at all. Thus, it seems that Sutras 
14 and 15 do not refer to the Katha Upanisad. 

17. g- in Sutra 15 shows that STlvsqrHjq- 

and are all of them arguments for 

the rejection of and that is the last argument, 

thereby bringing the Adhikarana to an end. Thus, this also 
goes against Sankara’s interpretation of Sutras 14 and 15. 

18. Sankara divides Sutra 14 into two parts by separating 

and We have seen that Sutra 14 is 

one whole Sutra and contains one argument for the exclusion 
of ( QOTT; ) from the Sutrakara’s list of the attributes of 
Brahman. According to Sankara does not mean ‘ for 

meditation ’ but it means “ for the right understanding ” 
( And 

means ■f%f^sr?Tt3R mi”. 

Sutra 15 

19. — The ahsara passage quoted under Sutra 
13 runs further on as follows: — 5 r§[r 

5 rF 5 r^sf 5 Ecr i ( Bj*. Upa. III. 8 , ii ). 

In the section which precedes this passage we read qiq’ ^ 

%it?n.sTrat f^in?rr 

5 SI ?TF=!Tt^^sf^ ?jtcn5rtwrts?fVsi^?T rrsrrr m!=qV.s?rt5f^<T 
^ (B^. Upa. III. 7. 23). 

To us it seems, the Sutrakara points to the fact that the 

3 m: also the sjuTs of the individual soul ( 3TrciT3,) in so 

far as the words “ «3:q srimt ” occur with the same epithets 
( of “ the unseen seer ”, “ the unheard hearer ”, etc . ) as are 
used for The Sutrakara seems to mean that he has not 

collected these attributes of aksara because they are asserted 
with reference to the individual soul also. The soul also 
possesses these qualities. Therefore the soul has not to 
acquire them by meditation, as in the case of other i|irs which 
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are solelv the jjars of the Supreme Being ( See in Sutra 

III. 3. 33 ) and which are yet to be acquired by the soul. 

In another place the Sutrakara uses the same argument 
( ) to show that “ ” in Cha. Upa. VI. 2. 1 is 

not a material principle ^ ^ur^r5I(?TI^s^l^...Bra. Su. 1. 1. 6 ), 

20. Sankara says that the of Katha Upa. III. 11 is 
called in Katha Upa. III. 12 and therefore the ^5[?rs, 

^5^9, JTJfb of Katha Upa. HI. 10-11 are suggestively 

declared to be STSTRJTJil and thereby the alone is shown to 
be “ difficult to be known ” and “ comprehensible only to the 
sharp-talented. ” Thus, Sankara has to supply a great part 
of the argument in Sutra 15 by additions foreign to the Sutra. 
{ Moreover, in Katha Upa. Ill, 10 the word is used 

along with “ ) 
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Identification of One's Own Self with Brahman ( atmagrhUi ) 
as Method of Meditation on Brahman. 

Sutras III. 3. 16-17 


TRANSLATION 

[The method of meditation on the arupavat or avyakta 
aspect of Brahman is that of ] conceiving it as one’s own 
self — just as ( the method ) in the case of the other ( i. e., 
the rupvat or Purusa aspect of Brahman ) — because of 
the subsequent passage of the Sruti. 16 

If the opponent says [ that the method of meditation 
is to conceive Brahman as one’s ownself ] because of 
the grammatical meaning [ of the sentence ], we reply, 

“ It should be so because of the emphatic declaration [ in 
the Sruti, describing the method of meditation ] ”. 17 



NOTES 

Sutra 16 

1. siIrlT^StraJ — This seems to us to refer to the method 
of meditation on the arupavat or nirakci>ra aspect of Brahman. 
Brahman is to be meditated upon as or understood to be the 
Self of the meditator. The method of meditation is that of 

“ self-identifioation with Brahman. ” The Sutra refers 
to in By. Upa. I. 4. 7. 

2. — This gives the reason for the method. 

It refers to the sentences which follow By. Upa. I. 4. 7, viz., 

mi 

cr?it uisr cr?ii 

crf^^irc^crfl ^ W5[iSf 

?T %.i f ?r #n 

^ ?»>s??rr %^cTTg’7T?^S¥3TV5^m5=5fV5^^jfti% fr ?T?ir 

^ ^5rRT...( Br.Upa. 1.4. 10 ). 3iT?%c^^qiQ'l[cr in B?. Upa. 
1. 4. 7 is explained in this passage by “ ?T srfTRjftf^ 

and the importance of sTTcJTgttf^ is proved by saying 3T«r 

3. fcT?;^rU-In Sutra 11, the Sutrakara has begun the 
description of the technique of the meditation on the JTHR or 

aspect of Brahman by saying that 3Tr*n=^Ti?^t are the 
jjuis of the iTtSfR ( Sutra 1 1 and that other gors are not to be 
taken in that meditation ( Sutras 12-15 ). In Sutra 16 he states 
the method of that meditation with reference to the 
But at the same time he says that this method is like the 
method used in the other case, i. e., used for the meditation on 
lAie other aspect viz., the aspect of Brahman, is 

“ other than the pradhana aspect of Brahman. 

That this suggestion of ours regarding the meaning of 

is correct can readily be seen' from our interpretation of 
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Stltra III. 3. 43 where this Sutra ( III. 3. 16 ) is very probably 
referred to. Also there are several other indications in this 
Pada, which support our interpretation of as 6. g., 

1 ^ ( in III. 3 . 10 ), ( in III. 3. 28 ), ( in III, 3. 

45 ), etc. 

4. According to Sankara the Sutra discusses whether 
stimr in Ai. Upa. I. 1 means tr^rintflTl or something else like 
snnq%. The reason, given by Sankara, for raising this question 
seems to us to be very weak. Again, STRUT in Ai. Upa. I. 1, 
according to Sankara, is explained by the Sutrakara as q^OTEHT 
and Sankara shows this by interpreting 3TTTJTI in 
( in the Sutra ) as q?:TrT?Fn. If this were really the case, why 
should the Sutrakara himself not have worded the Sutra as 
qTITITrTT^I^f^ instead of the expression “ 3TRTi^^T?r ” which is 
vague, as the word sttTJT^ itself occurs in the so called doubtful 
passage ( Ai. Upa. I. 1 ) ? Moreover, “ is interpreted 

by Sankara as ?T«rT q^JTTTJT!^ 

and other Aoaryas seem to us to have missed the fact that 
Sutra III. 3. 43 refers to in this Sutra ( III 3. 16 ). 

Lastly, in the Sutra, according to Sankara refers to 

(3T5r qT:JTiTiT5i?on3?yTOq ^ 

^ ” ( Ai. Upa. I. 1 ) “ fTTTSt^tfTW ” 
( Ai. Upa. I. 2 ). Here, according to Sankara, the f^or 
which the argued to be a characteristic ot the Jivatman 

or any other sttcJTSI. but Brahman, is easily shown by the 
Shtrakara to be a characteristic of qT;JTRTT5I.. 

Sutra n 

5. 3T5«r?rTfM^ qRfj—Regarding the method of meditation 
on Brahman we are told above by the Sutrakara that Brahman 
is to be meditated upon as the Self of the meditator ( STTrJT^f^ ). 
His opponent seems to say that “We come to this conclusion 
^ regarding the method of meditation ) on the ground of the 

IS 
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grammatical sense of the subsequent sentence. Thus, 

fr ^ ” and “ ?t 

^ %% taken together lead us to 

the conclusion that Brahman is to be meditated upon as the 
Self of the meditator. 

6. — The Sutrakara does not contradict the 

opponent, because instead of adding »f after as he usually 

does, he simply says “ By STcf^Kai, he seems 

to refer to erg' in 3TRffc^^<?T^?T, “ One should meditate on 

Brahman m nothing else hut his own Self ” ( Bf. Upa. I. 4. 7 ). 

7. Sankara takes 3T5gg(i^% in the sense of 

Thus, he adds ‘‘ g ” after He connects this g 

with taken as understood and thereby makes the 

Sutra refer to his fggggT^g viz., Ai. Upa. I. 1. We take 
in the sense of sTRfr^^RT; Sankara interprets 

it as q?:JTrcrr^ Wfoiq;, thus also changing STifjrq^ilr to 

, in the preceding Sutra, he takes as 

Thus, he interprets srgsti^cor as referring 
to org in his fggggrgg " sjTrm »tgi5r 3|[^§ri5«rfr^^5T 

” ( Ai. Upa. I. 1 ). In fact his explanation of ergsn'ti'n' 
amounts to instead of ^rggRCT pure and simple 

( as we have shown in 3TT?Tr^^gi^g ). 

It should be added that the afggiggs in which certain 
words are to be interpreted as referring to or denoting gwt?*!*!;. 
have been already discussed by the Sutrakara in the first 
Adhyaya, particularly in the first three Padas of that Adhyaya. 
So, it seems to us improbable^that the same point be discussed 
in this place in the Sutras ( III. 3. 16--17 ) once again. 
Moreover, almost everywhere in the Sutras the word “ STtvJTsJl ” 
means the individual soul or the self. Lastly, the other 
argument that the Sruti in question teaches affRiRg of the 
world and not its gigra and therefore in the Sutra ( III. 3. 16 ) 
means comes from Sankara himself 

and is not mentioned in the Sutra at all. 
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Sankara gives one more interpi’etation of these Sutras 
( III. 3. 16-17 ), according to which they discuss a question 
whether By. Upa. IV. 3-4 and Cha. .Upa. VI. 2-8 have the 
same sense or not. In other words, the question to be decided 
is whether each of these two passages refers to qcirjrJTsc. or 
not. Now, the Sutrakara in Sutra I. 3. 42 has already dis- 
cussed By. Upa. IV. 3. 7; and it seems to us that the 
in Bra. Sti. I. 4, 28 applies to such Srutis as Cha. Upa. VI 
Thus in a loay there was little possibility of any such doubt 
being raised as, in the opinion of Sankara, is intended to be 
solved by these two Sutras. Moreover, the Sutras contain no 
direct reference to either of the two Srutis mentioned by Sankara. 

In the second interpretation also Sankara interprets 
as and in his opinion 

does not mean, the of and but only the 

of the two passages. This does not seem to us to be 
the exact sense of the word srfqq. 

The word “ ” in the Sutra ( III, 3 17 ) is here 

interpreted by Sankara in three different ways. 

It may be added that there is no similarity between Bf. 
Upa. IV. 3-4 and Cha. Upa. VI, as there is, e. g., between 
the qsfffjrfqiir passages, or the STiorfq^rr passages of the 
various Upanisads. For this reason also the doubt regarding 
the of By. Upa. IV. 3-4 and Cha. Upa. VI would not 

arise at all. 

8. See our interpretations of Bra. Su. IV. 1. 3 ( 

gr ) and Bra. Su. III. 3. 18— 19, which also 
support our interpretation of Sutras III. 3. 16-17. 



SECTION VI 

ApiRrva as the Invisible Result ( or Unique Merit) of Meditation^ 
The Principle of Apurva to be so understood in 
similar Srutis, not in other Gratis. 

Sutras in. 3. 18-24 

( I 

({%) 

(^o ) I 

( ^ I 

( RR ) ^ I 

( =^1^: i 

( ^« ) i 

TRANSLATION 

Because of the mention ( in Br. Upa. I. 4. 10 ) of 
the result (of atmagrhiti referred to in Sutras ill. 3. 16-17 ), 


there is the Apurva or the Unique Merit ( in Vedanta ). 18 

And so in every similar text ( i. e. Vedanta ), because 
of the identity [ of the topic ]. 19 

[ Purvapaksa ]-“ It is so even in other texts ( i. e., in 
the dissimilar texts ) because of the connection [ beteween 
the similar and the dissimilar texts j 20 

[ Siddhanta ]-“ Rather not, because of the difference 
[between the two types of Sruti texts], 21 

and the Sruti shows [ that difference ], 22 

and also because of this [ reason ] sambhrti and 
dyuvyapti [ are not to be included in the collection of 
attributes ], 23 

and because of the absence of the mention [ in the 
dissimilar texts ] of other [ attributes ] such as are mentioned 
in the Doctrine of the Purusa ( i. e. the Science of the 
Form-Aspect of Brahman ). 24 



NOTES 

Sutra 18 

1. The Sutrakara seems to discuss Brahman on the 

analogy of the explanation of Dharma given in the Jaimini— 
Sutras, Thus, the identity of Brahman in all the Vedanta 
texts was established in Bra. Su, III. 3. I on the analogy of 
the proof of the identity of K.arman offered in Jai. Su. II. 4. 6; 
the practice of was explained on the analogy of the 

sacrifices; the Collection of attributes and other information 
pertaining to the meditation on Brahman was compared with 
the collection of ( Jjois or ) rites subsidiary to an Injunction. 
In the same way, it seems to us that the Sutrakara 
in this Sutra ( III. 3. 18 ) explains how there is an Aptirva 
also in the Vedanta School, just as there is an Aptirva in the 
Purvamimamsa School. In both the Schools 3i<jsi is a unique 
merit resulting from an act. Svarga is the resulting from 

so the Upanisad mentions “ 

^ ^ ^15 

^ f sr t?[rra wrjti 

^ ) as the result of the act of meditation on Brahman as 

one’s own Self. Thus, refers to By. Upa. I. 4. 10 

and the Sutrakara seems to understand as the 

the “ unseen ” result of the act of the ^qriHSlT of Brahman 
laid down in the V edantas. 

2. According to Sankara, this Sutra has nothing to do 

with the preceding Sutra, because he understands this Sutra 
as referring to siig-JR and mentioned in By. 

Upa. VI. 1. 14 and Cha. Upa. V. 2. 2. It must be admitted 
that this has no direct or indirect bearing on Brahman or 
Brahmajijfiasa the subject of tbe Brahmasutra, It was not at 
all necessary for the Sutrakara to discuss the consistency of 
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these two Upanisadie passages. According to feahkara 
?i?Ti5Tr?i:. means “ n i 

means in short “ q;r^?^ST sriH^E^T 3?T=9riT5T??r ^Tf^T^STRfgi; strttstft 
rt g'qtf?r% There is no negation in the Sutra, but 
Saiikara is ready to take a negation also as understood. Again, 
is interpreted by Saiikara as “ srqf 
fq^q^ or qT'JtFTRJqqW’CaT^qr^qts^q qrq=qqi^JT*TtqT^'^ qiar- 
fq?IT^qffq^qi’jq qqfq^qq”. Thus, 3?<jq is to be interpreted as 
being srqr qw: 53^55qqq:q?i; and “ fq*41q^ ’’ is to be added as 
‘' understood. ” Thus, Sankara does not take qjfqf^qiqig^ as 
the ^ for the conclusion as would be the natural 

procedure of interpreting the Sutra ; but he makes two indepen- 
dent sentences out of the two words in the Sutra. This 
method of breaking up a Sutra into two sentences does not 
seem to be satisfactory at least when it involves even the 
addition of a negation taken as understood. See also Notes 
below on sq in the next Sutra ( III. 3. 19 ). 

I 

According to Sankara, Brahman ( i, e., the nirguim 
Brahman of his School ) cannot be an object of 
“ Injunction.” But the Sutrakara seems to differ from him ( See 
Netes on Bra, Su. III. 8. 1 ). Sankara makes use of his 
doctrine of saguna Brahman in order to explain the etc., 

mentioned in Bra. Su. III. 3. 1. Similarly, he does not think 
that the Sutrakara would refer to 3Tg;q arising from the 
meditation of Brahman. So, it naturally occurs to him to explain 
this Sutra as referring to the sftjq of srqf qw; gqR^fqqq;. Such 
seems to us to be the situation of Sankara. 

Sutra 19 

3. «3cq g" — Both these words seem to us to indicate that 
Sutra 19 is closely connected with Sutra 18. “ qq ” refers to 
qiiqfqq?qt^€ and “ qr ” connects the Sruti of qjrqfqqrq with 
‘ a similar text, ’ as would seem probable from the 
foUowing notes. 
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4. — In Sutra 5, the word ?IITR occurs and there it 

is said that should be made in the case of a similar 

text. Here shows that an should be taken as 

understood if there be the mention of the act of on 

Brahman in a text similar to the text referred to in the 

preceding Sutra. This would mean that the Sutrakara takes 
Br. XJpa I. 4. 10 as referring to the or ST^sT aspect 

of Brahman ; while in Sutra 19 he extends the rule of 

( mentioned in Sutra 18 ) to a similar text, i. e., a text 
about Brahman ( as well as ). Thus, the experi- 

ence of every one who knows Brahman should be like that 
of Vamadeva, when the goal is reached. 

5. — The Sutrakara gives here the reason why the 
should be taken as understood in “ a similar text, ” He 

says that the should be taken as implied in a similar text 
because the subject of the two similar texts is identical, i.e., 
because the purpose or topic ( ) of both the texts is the 

same ( whether it be or aspect of Brahman ). 

6. In our opinion there is a significant similarity of words 

and thought in Sutra 5 and Sutras 18-19 and therefore the 
method of the interpretation of both these passages should 
be the same. In Sutra 5, was taught; in Sutras 18-19 

is taught. The of was the of 

to be taken as implied in the “ similar ” text is also 
( *. 6,, )• The was to be made in the 

case of a text ; the is to be taken as understood also 

in the case of a text. Thus, the phraseology of the two 
passages serves as a clear indication regarding their interpretation, 

7. Sankara begins a new Adhiakarana with Sutra 19. 
Thus, according to him Sutra 19 forms an independent Adhi- 
karana. This, as shown above, is inconsistent with the sense 
of and g" in the Sutra. Also, we have indicated that a 
comparison of Sutra 5 with Sutras 18-19 proves that the last 
tv?o Sutras are closely connected. 
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8. According to Sankara Sutra 1 9 solves a doubt regarding 
the (harmony) of a passage in ( Satapatha 

Brahmana X ) with another passage in Bj". Upa. ( Bp. Upa. 
V. 6. 1 ), which occurs at the end of the same Satapatha 
Brahmana. The Sutra, it must be stated, contains no indication 
about a reference to these texts. which should refer 

to some statement in the 'preceding Sutra, means according to 
Sankara “ w 

“ ’’ is interpreted by him as “ 

is to refer to ^n^F, we should have ^tTF^n^nJ^. ( feoi- ) 
instead of ( mas ). Moreover, seems to be used 

in contrast with and therefore ^in?r should mean 

“ similar ”, 3T*r^ having the sense of “ identical 
explained by Sankara as “ He does not notice the 

similarity of phroseology between Sutra HI. 3. 5 and this Sutra. 

Sutra 20 

9- ill tkis Sutra, shows that this Sutra is closely 

connected with the preceding Sutra, in Sutra 19 referred 
to the statement about the in Sutra 18; so in Sutra 

20 should also refer to the same. Again, ^FPqsTlfq of Sutra 20 
seems to be used in contrast with in the preceding Sutra 

( III. 3. 19 ); so that STrqqifq would mean “ ” ‘ even 

in a dissimilar text Moreover, “ in Sutra 20 seems 

to have been replied to by “ in Sutra 21 and this 

being equivalent to ^^Fcf seems to be contrasted with 
si^Fv[, in Sutra 19. Thus, Sutra 20 seems to us to belong to 
the same Adhikarana as Sutra 19. This will be clear also 
from the explanation of Sutra 20 offered below. 

10. This is a as is implied by the presence of 

qt in the next Sutra. 

11. — The opponent argues that the should 

be taken as implied “ even in other texts ” ( ) than a 

similar one. In the preceding Sutra the Siddhantin has said 
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that the should be taken as implied in a text similar to 

the one referred to in Sutra 18, i. e., in a Vedanta text or, 
in other words, in an Upanisad, Therefore in Sutra 20 

would mean “ in a non-Vedanta or non-Upanisadic text ” i. e., 
in a Mantra, Brahmana or Aranyaka text or a K.hila of any Veda. 

12. — The opponent gives a reason why even in 

a dissimilar text like a Brahmana, Aranyaka or a Khila an 
Apurva should be taken as implied. He says that this should 
be done because of the connection ” of that text with the 
Vedanta or Upanisad literature. ' The Brahmana, Aranyaka, 
and Khila are closely connected with the Upanisad literature; 
both belong to the same Veda; often an Upanisad forms the 
concluding part of a Brahmana or more properly Aranyaka; a 
Khila also belongs to the same Veda as an Upanisad, c. g., the 
Ranayaniya Khila is connected with the Samaveda to which 
the Chandogya Upanisad belongs. The opponent seems to 
argue that even in a text which is different from an Upanisad 
or Vedanta text, the same should be taken as implied 

because the former type of text is closely connected with the latter. 

13. Sankara does not take this Sutra as connected with 
the preceding Sutra. According to him we have in the present 
Sutra a reference to By. Upa. V. 6. 1-4. The Sutra, evidently, 
contains no suggestive word which would support Sankara’s 

” is a very general statement of the 
” i>i Sutra 19, according to Sankara, means 

?i«n 

”, while he interprets '' in the present Sutra 

as ?TsiT 

I. According to the interpretation 
suggested by us “ in Sutras 19-20 has reference to 

in Sutra 18. “ ” according to Sankara does not 

mean simple connection of “ ” with “ ?TTfr»l in Sutra 

19, but it is to be modified into “ 
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Sutra 21 

14. gr here implies the refutation of the opponent’s view 
expressed in the preceding Sutra. 

15. “ ^ ” — “ The cannot be taken as implied in a 
dissimilar passage, ” though it is to be taken in a “ similar 
passage 

16. — According to the Sutrakara all Vedantas teach 

( the same ) Brahman ( Bra. Sutra. III. 3, 1 ) but other Sruti 
texts like the Brahmanas, Aranyakas and Khilas, teach a different 
topic though they are closely connected with the Vedantas. 
The Sutrakara does not deny the “ connection ” ( ) 
mentioned by the opponent in Sutra 20 ; but he says that 
while in £? text or in a text like that of By. Upa. I. 4, 

10 referred to in Sutra 18, the topic is the same, there is a 
“ difference of topic ” in a dissimilar text. In other words, 
there is a difference between the topic of the Vedantas and 
that of the other Sruti texts. 

17. Sankara takes “ STlflrs ” as understood 

in the Sutra, and explains as 

( See Note 9 above ). According to Sankara’s interpretation 
the argument ( of Sutra 20 ) is not refuted by the 

Sutrakara ( in Sutra 21 ), It is rather Sankara who replies to 
it in his bhasya on Sutra 21. 

Sutra 22 

18. g' — “ And the Sruti shows ” the or difference 
between the Vedantas and the other Sruti texts. The Sutra- 
kira has refused to take like the one in Br. Upa. I. 4. 7, 
as understood in texts which are not Vedantas. Here he says 
that according to the Sruti itself, the topic of the dissimilar 
texts is different from that of the Vedanta texts. He seems 
to refer to Srutis like Mu, Upa. I, 1. 4-5, Cha. Upa. VII. 4, 
^ve. Upa. V, 6, also Mu. Upa. II. 2. 3 and Bp. Upa. HL 9, 
26. In Mu. Upa, I. 1. 4-5 we are told -that “Vedas” teach 
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the but not the q?:ffq'sri which is the of the 

Upanisads. In Cha. Upa. VII. 1, 4 Narada was told by 
Sanatkumara that his knowledge of the Fedas was only “ ?rW ”• 
’From the Sve. Upa. we learn that Brahman is “ hidden in 
the Upanisads which are the secret of the Vedas. Mu. Upa. 
II. 2. 3 asks a man to hit the Aksara Brahman by means of 
“ the bow in the form of the great weapon taught in the 
Upanisads. ” In By. Upa. III. 9. 26 Yajnavalkya asks Sakalya 
a question about the “ Purusa taught in the Upanisad The 
Sutrakara seems to mean that these Srutis show that the 
Upanisads or the Vedantas form a part of the Vedas by them- 
selves, so that they teach a principle which is different from 
that taught by the other parts of the Veda. Therefore, he 
would not agree that the of By. Upa. I. 4. 10 be taken 
as implied in any of the dissimilar texts of the Sruti. 

19. By ‘‘ ” Sankara refers to Cha. Upa. I. 7. 5. 

In the Sutras “ ” generally means that the very point 

under discussion is illustrated by a Sruti. Here the point 
raised by Sankara regarding By. Upa, V. 5. 3 ( about the two 
upanisads and ) is not the thing mentioned in the 
^ruti quoted by Sankara under this Sutra; so, he says that 
the Sruti ( Cha. Upa. I. 7. 5 ) gives an indication ( ) 

as to how the point of doubt in Bf. Upa. V . 5. 3-4 should be 
solved. Thus, is according to Sankara the same as 

“ ”. Again, the is not clear in the Cha. Upa. 

Sruti; so Sankara seems to explain it away. To us it seems 
that the Cha. Upa. ( I. 7. 5 ) identifies the purmas in the eye 
and in the Sun with each other without making the distinction 
of the upanisads and therefore it can not be 

quoted as an authority for explaining the Br. Upa. passage. 
Sankara himself seems to have felt this difficulty. 

Sutra 23 

20. ^ or rather ^ in the Sutra shows that this Sutra 
is a part of the preceding Adhikarana, 
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21. — Sankara is right in referring these 
two attributes to a quotation from the Khila of the Ranayaniya 
Recension of the Sama Veda.tt 

The Sutrakara seems to say that also for the same 
reason ( sra"? ) for which he does not agree to taking an 
( like the one in Br. XJpa I. 4. 10 ) as implied in a dissimilar 
text, he has not included and in the lists of the 

attributes collected by him in Bra. Su. I. 1-3., ( particularly 
in Bra. Su. I. 1, where the Sutrakara has collected the attributes 
of the Avyakta, as distinguished from the Purusa aspect of 
Brahman; see the next Note below ). and 

attributes of Brahman but as they are mentioned in the 
literature other than the Vedanta or the Upanisads, he has 
not collected them in his lists of the attributes of Brahman. 
We do not find and in Br. Su. I. 1-3; therefore 

we can see that he has not collected them, but has rejected 
them. The of the meditation on Brahman is given in 
Bf. Upa. I. 4. 10 and is to be taken as implied in other 
Upanisads, but it is neither given expressly nor is it to be taken 
as understood in the other Sruti texts. This seems to us to 
be the sense of Sutra 23. This is also consistent with the 
fact that in Bra. Su. I only passages from Upanisads are 
considered ( Bra. Su. I. 4. 28 ) and in Bra. Su. III. 3. 1 the 
Sutrakara says that Brahman is to be known from all the 
Vedantas, 

22. According to Sankara the Sutra forms air independent 

Adhikarana. Thus, he does not seem to take into considera- 
tion ^ or rather stfq g" in this Sutra. Though and 

clearly show that the Sutra refers to the quotation from the 
Rhila of the Ranayaniya Recension of the Samaveda, the 
Sutra contains no suggestion for a reference to the other 
quotations from the Ohandogya Upanisad given by Sankara. 

— 4 

f-f ■ The present writer acknowledges with pleasure his indebtedness 
to Prof. M. Hiriyanna for drawing his attention to this undeniable fact. 
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“ 3r?r: ” iu the Sutra is connected by Sankara with his inter- 
pretation of in Sutra 21 and therefore he takes it to-, 

mean and locates these 3Trtrcr»Tf%5r^s in Cha. 

Upa. III. 14. 3, VIII.-!. 1, etc. He finds that an opponent may 
object to the argument of these on the ground 

that all these quotations from the Cha. Upa. do contain 
Therefore, he has to give another special 
reason for not collecting and other attributes. Sankara is, 

however, aware that this special reason is not given in 
the Sutra. 

Sutra 24 

23. g’ shows that this Sutra is connected with the preceding 
Sutra and that it forms part of the same Adhikarana to which 
Sutra 23 belongs. Moreover, as there is no g in the next 
Sutra, we conclude that this Sutra ( 24 ) is the last Sutra of 
the Adhikarana. 

24. The Sutrakara has said in the preceding Sutra that 

he has not collected and from the Khila of the 

Rauayaniyas, in his lists of the attributes because there is a 
difference between the Upanisad literature and the other Sruti 
literature. According to the Sruti in question and also according 
to the Sutrakara, these ( and gssiTHg ) are attributes of 

the or argR aspect of Brahman, though he does not 

collect them because they are mentioned in the non— Vedanta 
Sruti literature. 

Now, in Sutra 24, he gives one more reason for his 
statement in Sutra 21. He says that other attributes ( than 
and which belong to the such as are 

stated in the Purusa Vidyd of the Vedantas, are not stated in 
the non~Vedanta Srauta literature, viz., the Samhita, Brahmapa, 
Ai*auyaka and Khila. For this reason, he would not allow that 
the gii# of Bf. Upa. 1. 4. 10 be taken as understood in a dissimilar 
(• ». non-Vedanta ) ^ruti text also ( si gr in Sutra 21 ). 
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25. Incidentally it may be noticed here that the Sutrakara 
admits two Vidyas, the Pradhana Vidya or a-rupmad (i. e., 
nirdkara ) Brahma Vidya and the Purusa Vidya or rupavad ( i. e,, 
$dhdra ) Brahma Vidya as taught in the Vedantas or Upanisads. 
He also admits that occasionally in the non-Upanisadic Srauta 
literature we come across passages in which the Pradhana or 
the chief aspect of Brahman and its attributes are mentioned, 
but, he holds that the attributes which are mentioned in the 
Purusa Vidya passages of the Upanisads are not found in the 
no n-Upani Sadie Srauta literature. 

For the distinction of these two Vidyas see Bra. Su. I. 
2, 26 ( ) and III. 3. 47 ( g ). 

26. Sankara takes Sutra 24 as forming an independent 

Adhikarana, According to him the Sutra is intended to solve 
a doubt as to whether the attributes in the of the 

Tandyamahabrahmana and the Pairigirahasyabrahmana are to be 
taken as implied in the purusayajna of the Narayanopanisad of 
the Taitiriyakas. Thus, Sankara understands jpwrMsa in the ex- 
pression Purusa Vidya to mean a man, because in the texts referred 
to by Sankara under this Sutra pwtwa means a man and his life 
is supposed to be a yajna. This is quite contrary to the meaning 
of the word Purusa when the Sutrakara speaks of the Purusa 
Vidya. In Bra. Su. 1. 2. 26 the Sutrakara says that *‘va%svdnm'a'^ 
is also called Purusa in a certain Branch of the Veda ( 

Bra. Su. I. 2. 26 ). In that Sutra as well as in 
the present Sutra ( III. 3, 24 ) it can be proved that the word 
Puru§a is used by the Sutrakara in the sense of the rupavad 
aspect of Brahman. The Upanisads ( e. g. Mu. Upa, II. 1. 3) also 
use the word purusa in the same sense; and the Sutrakara 
undoubtedly refers to such Upanisadic passages by the word 
purusavidya. “ ’’ in the Sutra seems to us to refer to 

attributes “ other ” than the attributes and 

mentioned in the preceding Sutra which belong to the arupavad 
Brahman, as we have explained above ; but Sankara takes 
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“ to mean ’ ’ of the Taitiriyakas who are other than the 
Tandins and the Paihgins ( ^rrf^srf ^ 

^^^ttrnJTriTRSTRJTfer ). But these 
Tandins and Paingins are not mentioned in the preceding 
Sutra, and therefore, we believe, ‘‘ cannot be explained 

as belonging to others than the Tandins and the Paihgins. 
The main conclusion “ ^oii: ;i ” is according to Sankara 

to be taken as understood from the preceding Stitra i. e., from 
his interpretation of the preceding Sutra. But to us it appears 
that this Sutra is only a or an argument ( abl. sing, of 
‘ 3I»ri?»n5TT^ ’ ) and no statement ; so it should be taken along 
with the preceding Sutra. Moreover, cannot be 

applied to the purusa in the sense of man as Saiikara explains 
the word. We think, vidya means hrahmavidya, as in Sutra 

I 

III. 3. 47. Lastly, as the passages referred to by Saiikara 
under this Sutra do not pertain to Brahman even remotely, 
there is little likelihood of the Sutrakara discussing them in 
his book. As Sankara himself, towards the end of his bhasya 
on the Sutra, shows, there is very little similarity of thought 
between the two other passages on the one hand and that of 
the Narayanopanisad on the other and consequently nobody 
is likely to have raised a which, according to Saiikara, 

is answered by the Sutrakara in this Sutra. 



SECTION VII 


Meditation on the Pranam. 

Sutras III. 3. 25-27 

( w ) I 

( ^vs ) I 


TRANSLATION 


[ PURVAPAKSA ]— “ Penetration, etc., [ are not to 
be ( collected ) because their topic is different. ” 25 

[ Siddhanta 1— “ But, in the case of [ Penetration, etc., j 
not being found [ stated in a text, they should be collected 
from another text, because the Penetration, etc., ] are 
subsidiary to the word for the reward “ upayana ” ( viz., 
Moksa ), just as kasa grass, achanda ( a seat ? ), a hymn, 
and an upagana [ a subsidiary song are subsidiary to a 
sacrifice ]. This has been said, 26 

[ and ] bacause there is nothing [ else J to be crossed 
( i. e., achieved by the one who resorts to the Pranava ) 
during his journey ( to Brahman ); because the followers 
of another Branch [ than the Mundaka ] say so. 27 



NOTES 


Sutra 25 

1. “%'STT%” seems to us to refer to Mu. Upa. II. 2. 2-4, 
which runs as follows : — 

sriT artoT^cT^ li 

?i^?rc^ II R II 

sn?TT^[ cri[T?ra%5T ^cr^i ii ^ ii 

sTur^ V13; inrjn s^r i 

sTsw^fT %554 II « II 

The Sutrakara has considered the method of meditation 
on Brahman in the preceding Sutras. It was stated that the 
meditation should be practised by the method of 
But the Mu. XJpa. (II. 2 ) says “ «!ir?I«r ssTTcfnJTg ” 

( Mu. Upa. II. 2. 6 ) and also mentions a method of penetrating 
Brahman ( which is described as ) the aim, by means 
of the bow in the form of the Pranava and the arrow in the 
form of the individual soul ( the and 3[rr being 

metaphorically stated ). 

2. As g in the next Sutra shows, this Sutra ( 25 ) is a 

This is also clear from the stated in this Sutra, 
viz., Sutrakara has always stated emphatically 

that the object in all the Vedantas is the same ( of 
in Sutra III. 3. 5 which is also referred to in Sutra 26 which 
is a reply to the present Sutra ). 

3. 3T^5fT?^ — An opponent seems to argue that g«rrB[ 
mentioned in Mu. Upa. II. 2 should not be collected in the 
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method of meditation on Brahman because they deal with 
another Brahman, a topio other than that with reference to 
which the Sutrakara has mentioned as the method 

of meditation. 

» 

The frequent statement of a holding that the Sruti 

or Vedantas did not teach one and the same Brahman but 
two or more such principles, throws light on the inter- 
pretation of the Earlier Metrical Upanisads ( as Deussen 
calls them ) and the Bhagavadgita. It is not likely that the 
Opponent who opposed the views that all the Vedantas taught 
the same Brahman ( Bpa. Sii. III. 3. 1-4 ) and also that a 
collection of attributes ate., from all the Vedantas, should be 
made ( Bra. Su. III. S. 5-9 ), was any other than a Vedantin. 
Thus, in this Pada we have evidence that in the days of the 
Sutrakara there was another school of Vedanta which believed 
that the Vedantas taught more than one final principle. Pro- 
bably two viz., and The Sutrakara says that these 

are two names of the same principle ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 9 and 10 ). 

4. After we have to take as understood 

“ not to be collected ” or This is clear from the 

fact that the argument in this Sutra is ( c/! 

in Sutra 5 ) and that the next Sutra which is SiddhSnta Sutra 
seems to argue that is to be collected. 

I 

5. Sankara refers the Sutra to a discussion regarding 

Mantras and rites which are mentioned in the Brahmanas which 
precede certain Upnisads of several Branches of the Vedas. 
The question, according to him, is whether these Mantras and 
rites are to be included ( ) in the fq^irs of the 
Upnisads or not. It seems to us to be impossible that the 
Sutrakara would discuss such a topic in his work or discuss 
texts other than the Upnisads. But apart from this, only one 
quotation of Saiikara refers to rather iifqqqtgr instead of 

as does Mu. Upa. II. 2. 2-4 which we propose to take is 
the of the Sutra. By in the Sutra we should 
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rather have a reference to sriOT, and because artff is 
preceded by gvi and would suggest bow, arrow, aim, etc. 
But Sankara takes 3 TtI% to mean “ other Mantras and rites ”, 
because he interprets gvi to mean the Mantra and the 
ar^zi rite. means, according to Sankara 

f| TTPwnirf 

I ( H cTTW: t )• Thus, 

is interpreted as “ because the meanings of these Mantras are 
different or unconnected with the Lores of the Upuisads so 
the ” of this Sutra has no association with the word 

3T5ii of the preceding Sutra ( of., e. g., in Sutra III. 

3. 5 ). In fact Sankara makes the Opponent argue that on 
the ground of the proximity ( ) of the Brahmana texts 

with the Upnisads the Mantra and the rites of the Brahmams 
should be included in or connected with the Lores of the 
Upanisads. But, as Sankara himself admits, this is a very 
weak argument even for the to start its own view about 

the Mantras and the Lores. 

Sutra 20 

6. g — The word g shows that the view ( ) in the 

preceding Sutra is refuted by the Sutrakara in this Sutra. 
The Sutrakara does not agree with the Opponent’s view that 
the should not be collected. 

7. — According to the Sutrakara the%«rt% should be 

collected for the purpose of meditation on the Pranava Brahman 
if they are missing ( ) in the text of one’s own School. Thus, 
he admits aroT^^zn»r as an alternative way of meditation on 
Brahman along with ( Sutra 16 ). This will be 

clear from Note ( 8 ) below. 

8. -This word seems to give the reason for 

“ collecting in the case of missing (i;i^ to 

contain a reply to 3T^^^ig[^the argument in the preceding Sutra, 
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The word ‘ ’ means a reward. And in the present 

Sutra ^rifq-ir^rsf may refer to the word in Mu, Upa, II. 
2. 4 or to the reward of the Jiva’s absorption into Brahman 
stated in the fourth pada of the same mantra. At the same 
time it may also refer to the reward of the meditation on the 
Pranava in other Upanisads. In the former case, 
means that the penetration, etc., should he collected for the 
purpose of meditation on the Pranava from all the Upanisads 
because the penetration, etc., are subsidiary to Brahman the 
goal, the aim ( ), the result. 

' ‘ ’ may also be a reference to the word of the 

Reward i. e., the Reward of the meditation on the Pranava in 
Pra. Upa. V. 7. ( 

) and Katha Upa. II. 17 ( 

q’Cill II ). In these Srutis the 

Reward is stated to be the attainment of Brahman Itself. 
( Vide Bra. Sti. IV. 3. 7—16, for * brahmaloka ’ in the Srutis ). 

means that the Penitration, etc., are sub- 
sidiary to the attainment of Brahman Itself which is the 
Reward; so all that is connected with the meditation on the 
Pranava must be collected from all the different Upnisads for 
the purpose of the meditation. Then only, Brahman will be 
attained. 

Besides, is a reply to in the 

preceding Sutra. is subsidiary to the reward viz., Brahman, 

and so it can not be regarded as dealing %vith a topic other than 
Brahman which is discussed in the preceding Sutras. The 
Sutrakara thus refutes the argument ‘ ’ ( Sutra 25 ). 

Because, is a subsidiary part of the meditation on 

Brahman, it should also be included in the process of medita- 
tion as an alternative way along with 3lifPP2^%. 

— The collection of %'Enf^ for the 
PJt^P^se of meditation on Brahman from a Branch other than 
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one’s own, is compared by the Sutrakara with the inclusion of 
the Ku^a grass, a seat ( achanda f ), a hymn, and a by-song 
( upagana ) from another text for the purpose of a sacrifice. 
It is because these latter are subsidiary to a that they 
are collected from different texts ; similarly because 
and are subsidiary to ( the meditation on ) Brahman, they 
are to be collected, or, in other words, the method of meditation 
on Brahman by resorting to Om is to be taken for the practice 
of meditation from all the Upnisads. 

10. — This seems to us to refer to Sutra III, 3. 5. 
In that Sutra the Sutrakara has given a general rule regarding 

or the collection of attributes, method of meditation, etc. 
In this Sutra he states that a similar * collection ’ ( ) 
should be made in the case of which is another method of 

meditation on Brahman. In Sutra 5 the reason for the collection 
is stated to be in the present Sutra also the Sutrakara 

establishes in so far as he implicitly denies 37^^ 

( mentioned in the ) by the word g and by giving 

the ‘ In Sutra 5 he has given the example 

of f^rfvi^s to which the example of in this 

Sutra corresponds. Thus, to us it appears that this Sutra ( 26 ) 
refers to Sutra 5 by the words ‘ It has been explained ’ 

11. Saiikara takes this Sutra as forming an independent 

Adhikarana and dealing with a question arising out of several 
gratis which mention the abandonment ( ) of good and 
bad deeds of a knower of Brahman, or the assignment of 
these to those who are friendly or unfriendly to the knower 
of Brahman or which mention both of these options. Thus, 
according to Saiikara “ ’’ in the Sutra does not mean 

“ on the being not mentioned or found missing ” as 

suggested by us on the strength of the preceding Sutra; but 
he takes it to mean 

thus changing the sense of in a way not suggested by 
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the context at all. Moreover, we may point out that or even 
the root ‘ ^ to abondon ’ does not occur in any one of the 

Srutis quoted by Sankara as referred to by that word. ^ g ’ 
should mean the rejection of a but Sankara takes it in 

the sense of ). 

serves as a for as shown by 

us. Sankara interprets that expression in such a way that 
‘ ’ has to be construed twice ( once as the assertion and 

again as the ) though it is given only once in the Sutra 
( 1. Sankara refers ‘ ^«TT?T?r ’ to 

‘ ’ in Kau. XJpa. I. 4 and in one more Sruti. Thus, he 

explains as “ gfinnfflsT; 

and he takes to mean “ 

=?<Il5ET515(s^: And then he takes 

‘‘ l ” as understood. 

Moreover, Sankara meets with another difficulty, because he 
refers to Kau. Upa. I. 4. The difficulty is as follows : — 

That Sruti says that “ The dear relatives of the knower of 
Brahman get his religious merit, and those who are not dear 
to him get his demerit ” ( ^T: 

and also another Sruti gr^q jq'i: 
f|[q5crs This doctrine is not consistent 

with commonsense and so a question may arise, “ How is 
it that the Sutrakara asks us to add this irrational ‘ Tqt?R 
view ’ to passages where it is not mentioned ? ” Sankara 
feels it necessary to give a reply to it and says that the Kau. 
Upa. text states only what is in fact a fsRTRgM. Then, one 
may ask, “ Why does the Sutrakara include such a discussion 
in the jjoitq^in: Pada ? ” To this Sankara says : — 

'3fqTq?T?[ts^^?qtf^% g ?gcq«ifqq SRigqf- 

Thus, the result of taking ^qtqqr as referring to g:qqff^ in Kau. 
Upa. I. 4 is that Sankara is led to the position of making 
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this Sutra an exception to the very purpose to which this 
Pada is, according to him, devoted. The examples of §51, 
3,nd according to Sankara ), and grqiiR 

are not explained by Sankara as those of materials to be taken 
from another text when any of them is missing in a particular 
text. But he says 

i ^ ec^rf i ?r:§% 

This last is Sankara’s explanation of in the Sutra ( 26 ). 

To us it seems that in the Sutra refers to Sutra III. 

3. 5 and we have tried to explain the Sutra similarly. Accor- 
ding to our interpretation wherever it occurs in the 

Brahmasutra, seems to be a reference to what the Sutrakara 
himself has already said in the Sutras which precede the 
particular Sutra where occurs. 

In the second explanation of this Sutra which Sankara 
himself offers, he admits that ‘ i;ifrr ^ cannot be explained as 
mentioned in his fsfqqqtqqs, though he has taken a 
different view on this point in his first interpretation. In this 
second interpretation the fgq?rgt^?rs according to Sankara are 
the same as in his first interpretation. ^ ’ means «ar^ 

qq I “ means tniqR- 

^^cT35%7erqt?3TCl[nT?TV: The expla- 

nation of the remaining parts of the Sutra is the same as in 
his first interpretation. 

It should be pointed out that this Sutra itself contains no 
reference to of the knower of Brahman, and that 

the explanation of this latter is given systematically by the 
Sutrakara himself in Bra. Su. IV. I. 13-19, where almost all 
the Srutis quoted by Sankara as referred to by this Sutra have 
been fully discussed by the Sutrakara, Particular notice should 
be taken of the fact that Sankara takes 
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etc., as the of Bra. Su. IV. 1. 17, though the fact 

does not seem to be the same ( See our interpretation of Bra. 
Si. IV. 1. 17 ). 

Sutra 27 

12. This Siitra gives a and 

and refers to an authority for the same ( ). To 

us it seems that this is one more argument for “ 

’’ in the preceding Sutra, so that this Sutra forms 
part of the same Adhikarana as does the previous Sutra. 

13. cHIT — -As the topic here is that of meditation on 

Brahman through the Syllable Om, should refer to 

some Upanisad dealing with the same subject and particulary 
with the ( departure from this world or going to the 

life hereafter ) of those who follow the path of snJIeT^q'R. Now, 
this method of meditation is mentioned in Katha, Mu., Pra^na, 
Mandukya and other Upanisads. Out of these Upanisads, the 
Pra^na Upanisad seems to discuss the question ( 
crlrs^rwra ) referred to in the Sutra, viz., ‘ Whether the man 
practising the meditation of aroT^ has anything to cross ( or 
to achieve, as Sankara says ) in his life hereafter or not. In 
Prasna Upanisad V. 7. we read 

'rt 11. By meditating on Brahman through the 
Syllable Om as one single Symbol without thinking of its 
constituent parts one reaches Brahman. Pra. Upa. V. 5. says 
that he who would meditate on the Para Purusa through this very 
Syllable viz., Om as consisting of three parts, unites [ on his 
leaving this world ] with the light viz., the Sun and, being free 
from sin just as a serpent is freed from its slough, he is 
carried on by the Samans to and he sees the q?: 

5 ^ who is higher than this highest SHISN; ( q: 

JTRUltfjTr^^qT^or tK jqqqftrsqiqtcT ^ %q^: li 

qt^^R^r qq I q qi’^qqr ^ ^Rf«qqftq^ 

H qcr^qf^qqqRq^iR^qt: jftsjjq li Pra. Upa. V. 5) 
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The Sutrakara holds that the knower of Brahman who has 
meditated on Brahman through the syllable Om has not to 
achieve anything after his departure from this world, but goes 
directly to Brahman ( Of. Bra. Su. I. 3. 13 I ). 

14. Thus, “ the absence of anything to be achieved ” is 

a reason why the Sutrakara teaches an ‘ ’ of the details 

of the meditation of Pranava. Meditation on Brahman ( as 
identical with one’s Self-srrrJT^^f^ ) does not leave anything 
further to be achieved in life after death; similarly meditation 
on Brahman as symbolised by Pranava leaves nothing to be 
accomplished after the meditator’s departure from the body 
( ) because he attains Brahman immediately. For this 
reason also it is that the Sutrakara asks us to collect ( or 
collects himself ) from other texts where it is given. 

In the above explanation of in the Sutra we have 

followed Sankara who explains as q 

( Can we explain ^§311 in its literal sense with reference to 
any other Sruti ? ) 

15. In the above interpretation, is connected 

with thus gives the ’’ 

is interpreted to mean that there is nothing to be achieved in 
life after death by the meditator on ST'ilW according to one 
Branch of the Veda, so that ‘ ’ gives an authority 

for the But Sankara separates ‘ ’ from ‘ 

‘ ’ means “ ’TTT»r ^ 

¥T3r% sr%5JI^^ l ” and then, ^aiikara takes 
as a ^ for this srf^r. cTcrsJnwqirl means 
STlHS^r^^TWrar^. He gives no explanation why Kau, Upa. 
mentions later though it actually takes place 

earlier. Moreover, according to Sankara, a’cTsqtvnqi^is 

a reply to a question regarding Kau. Upa. I. 4 ; while 
is a reference to Cha, Upa. VIII. 13. 1; thus according to 
Sankara these two Srutis are referred to by this Sutra. 

IS 
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It should be noted that both the Gratis which are under- 
stood by Sankara as referred to by this Sutra have been 
discussed, according to him, in the immediately preceding 
Adhikarana, ( since Sankara begins a new Adhikarana with 
Sutra 27 ). However, Sankara discusses the question about 
the time of the destruction of and of a in 

Bra. Su. IV. I. 13-19 and therefore also it does not seem 
likely that he would discuss the same in this Sutra ( 27 ). 
Moreover, Sankara’s interpretation of Sutra 27 runs contrary 
to his own view. The ( in the case of 

) takes place on the very attainment of the knowledge 
of Brahman ( Bra. Su. IV. 1. 13 ) and not on his departure 
from the body, as he says under Sutra 27 j and according to 
Sankara’s interpretation of Bra. Su. IV. 1. 14, the 

also takes place along with the ( though we 

do not agree' with this interpretation. Vide our interpretation 
of Bra. Su. IV. 1. 13-19 ). 



SECTION VIII 


Option regarding Choice of Aspect of Brahman. 

Sutras HI. 3. 28-30 

i 

( ) ii^5^5^«rr5?qsn fk J 

( I 

TRANSLATION 

According to his wish [ the meditator may 
choose either of the two aspects of Brahman ] because 
both of them are not inconsistent [ with each other ]. 28 

[ Because ] the liberation [ which is mentioned in the 
Scripture on the attainment of either of the two ] will have 
its meaning by both the ways [ being accepted ] ; other- 
wise there will be an inconsistency [ between the two ]. 29 

[ The agreement of both these aspects of Brahman 
with the Scripture is ] proper because we find { in the 
Scripture itself ) a topic with such characteristics, just as 
it is seen in the world as well. 30 



NOTES 

Sutra 28 

1. In Sutra 10, the Sutrakara says that the two names 

or aspects of Brahman are ‘ non-identical ( ) while there 

is identity in all other respects and then he states that 

and those that follow it are attributes of sr^isr the chief aspect 
of Brahman. After that he explained the method of meditation 
on Brahman ( Sutra 16-17 ). Now, the Sutrakara seems to 
say that any one of the two aspects of Brahman ( sr«n*T and 
3^, ) may be choosen by a meditator at 

his liking ( ), because both the aspects are mutually not 

inconsistent ( ). 

2. refers to sr^nff and the two aspects of 

Brahman, The Sutrakara has throughout his work kept in 
view a difference between two aspects of Brahman. Compare 
Bra. Su. ECL 3, 10. in Sutra III. 3. 16 refers to the 5^ 

aspect, and thereby the meditation on both the aspects is 
dealt with in that Sutra. In Sutra III. 3. 23 the Sutrakara 
has expressed his opinion about the of tbe attributes of 

Brahman mentioned in the Srauta texts other than Upanisads 
while in Sutra III. 3. 24 he refers to the absence, in those 
texts, of the mention of the attributes of thePurusa described in 
the Upanisads. Also in the next Sutra ( 29 ) supports our 
view. Moreover, in Sutra III. 3. 45 as shown later 

on also refers to the or option in this Sutra ( 28 ). 

3. The Sutrakara seems to hold that 

Brahman has two aspects one of which is or 3^ and 

the other or srcfR. It would seem that both these 

aspects are inconsistent with each other, being diametrically 
opposite in so far as one is with form while the other is 
without forml That which has form can never be consistent 
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with that which has no form. But the Sutrakara says that 
there is no inconsistency between the and ^^^aspects 

of Brahman. The reasons for this statement are given in 
Sutra 29 and 30. 

4. This Sutra seems to state a new srfwn together with 
a as we have shown above. We, therefore, propose to 
take it as the first Sutra of a new Adhikarana. 

5. According to Sankara, this Sutra gives one more 
argument for the srfw of Sutra 27, viz., 

In Sankara’s opinion the Sutra answers a doubt that ‘ If 
the destruction of were admitted to take place 

ajter a portion of the journey on the ^sniRRIU .is finished, 
there would arise an impropriety of that destruction on account 
of the impossibility of making, according to one’s desire, an 
effort ( ) for the attainment of 

that destruction due to the fall of the body before the journey 
is begun. ’ Thus, according to Sankara, means “ ^rrr^ 

( i. e., because of the above impropriety ) 3 !%^' 

I ” and, in order to explain the connection 
of this Sutra with the preceding one, he adds g- 

( Thus, acceding to Sankara’s interpretation, 
in fact there is no option stated in the Sutra, because the 
seeker has got to make a during 

the time that he is a seeker, since otherwise he is doomed 
to bondage. Then, Sankara explains as ng ig^TW- 

(= ^*T?fts-of the Sutra) of the Sutra). 

And, again, not being satisfied with the explanation he adds 

(= of the Sutra ) of 

the Sutra) i[%. 

To us it seems that “ refers neither to ( ) 

^fjl<^s and ( nor to and 
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but to the and aspects of Brahman, which 

are distinguished throughout this Pada ( See Note 2 above ). 

Sutra 29 

6. ‘ ^?T5ijr ’ in this Sutra seems to us to refer to in 
the preceding Sutra and to be an argument for 

in the same Sutra. We, therefore, take this Sutra and the 
preceding one as parts of the same Adhikarana, 

7. strra — The Sutrakara seems to refer to the Jii^ or 
( mentioned in the Scripture ) of those who follow the 

and also of those who follow the aspect of Brahman. 

Several passages of the Upanisads say that one attains 
absolution by knowing the 9‘> 

ll ( Katha Upa. HI. 15 ), and q^ 

5Tt%^q#q?r I ( Cha. Upa. VIII. 3. 4 ). 

There are other sentences which teach that is the highest 
goal; e. g., qt q^Cf ( Katha Upa. 

III. II ) ; cr«rr fqscmtq^qifkgt!?; q^cfcqt ( Mu. 

Upa. m. 2. 8 ). 

The word ‘ qfq ’ is used by the Sutrakara in the sense 
of absolution or in other Sutras also, e. g., in Bra, Su. I. 
2. 16, I. 3. 15 ( where Sankara also explains it in that 
sense ), etc. 

8. q%?:qqTq 5 *Tq«ii — The Sutrakara seems to say that the 

qfir or the liberation mentioned in these Srutis will “ have a 
meaning ” i e., they will be reasonably explained, only if a 
seeker can attain liberation in either of the two ways, by 
pursuing the aT55qqg[^ or the ^qqgC: The liberation will be real 
liberation if it can be achieved in either way; and, therefore, 
we must say that there is no inconsistency between the two 
aspects of Brahman. If the way of liberation were the know- 
ledge of the ST^qqg; only, then a between the two 

aspects is sure to arise here. 
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9. 3rf?lSin — Because irt^ is really achieved in either 

of the i;wo ways, there is no conflict between the two aspects 
of Brahman. We should not imagine that because one aspect 
is with form and the other is without form^ there is a conflict 
between the two. Rather there is no conflict because or 
realization of Brahman through the pursuit of the is as 

true or real in its sense as the same through the pursuit of 
5??^ or 2^. If in its true sense were achieved by 
pursuing the aspect only and not by pursuing the 

other alternative aspect, or if it were vice versa, there sould 
be a conflict between the two. 


Meditation on Brahman results in real and that upon 
does not; therefore there is a conflict between the 
two. This conflict arises from the difference between the 
results of the two pursuits. The Sutrakara says that such is 
not the ease with meditation on srqM and that on JW; and 
therefore there is no inconsistency at all between the two 
aspects. If two things or aspects of a thing of a principle 
really give the same result, an option of selection may be 
given between the two, irrespective of the individual nature of 
the two aspects. 


10. — The particle connects this Sutra with 

the preceding Sutra as shown in Note 6 above. Sankara does 
not connect in this Sutra with grqq in the preceding 

Sutra. He begins a new Adhikarana with this Sutra. 

— Sankara takes this word in the sense of a path, viz., 
» qfSJt:”. According to him the Sutra answers the question 

whether the path begins immediately on the destruction 

of good and bad deeds of a man or not ( whether there is 
an option ). As to why such a question should at all arise, 
Sankara quotes no Sruti suggesting such a doubt; but he gives a 
simile 

us it appears that there is 
no real ground for such a not only because there is no 
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Sruti suggesting it, but also because the Sutrakara makes a 
definite statement that on the attainment of the kn'owledge 
of Brahman sins and merits, as Sankara says, do not touch 
the knower ( Bra. Su. IV 1, 13-19 ). Moreover, Sankara’s 
explanation of is hardly satisfactory because he 

interprets it by implication as also by construing 

in a very strange way ( ^TcfJ 

?Tf^: ITT^'^OT ). If *1% is some- 
times “ ^ ” how can we say that irf^ is both 

the ways “ ( ) ” ? In fact he interprets ariw in this 

Sutra in two ways, viz., and “ attainment ” ( as 

in ), and this seems to create a confusion. 3r«T«n 

means according to him, ‘ If the be accepted without a 
specification And ‘ ’ in the Sutras is explained to be a 

between the and the attainment or 

mentioned in such a Sruti as gnqmq ’'KIT 

^riKTl^flr ( Mu. Upa. III. 1.3). 

In fact, the question whether the use of the word ‘ * 

in such sentences as mention the attainment of Brahman is 
justifiable or not is discussed in Bra. Su. IV, 3. 7-14 ( 

Bra. Su, IV. 3. 7 ). So the answer that irfcT 
is in such sentences as jnqqfq i^5|q qscw 

is not likely to have been stated by the Sutrakara 
in this Sutra. 

Sutra 30 

11. As Sutra 29 is connected with Sutra 28, in the way 
we have shown above, Sutra 30 is necessarily to be taken as 
connected with Sutra 28. ‘ 'Sfqq^r ’ is a masculine form and 

it does not seem possible that it is used to qualify 
which is a neuter form ( See Sankara who says ‘ ’Sqqg'Kn^- 
gnqqpfnsT} qf^t ). “ ( ^q^IJ )” 

seems to us to be the context of ‘ ^rqq^; ’ in the Sutra. 
Perhaps we can construe also in another way, viz., ®rq 
^jqqqi; i We make the suggestion because the expression 
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in Sutra III. 3. 45 appears to us to be a reference 
to the option given in Sutra 28. However, we shall proceed 
by accepting the former construction ( ). 

12. — The mutual consistency of both the aspects 
of Brahman on the strength of which an option is given to 
the seeker is quite proper ( ^qqvt; ). 

13. — The Sutrakara gives a reason why 

the mentioned in Sutra 28 is proper. He says that 

there is no mutual between the two aspects of Brahman, 

because “ we find in the Scripture ( ) an object, viz., 

Brahman which has that characteristic ”. According to the 
Sutrakara the justification for the option he gives in Sutra 28 
is that we actually find that the Scriptures teach Brahman 
which has two aspects, by pursuing either of which we can 
realize it ( - as described in Sutra 29 ). The Sutrakara 

seems to grant that there is an apparent inconsistency between 
the two aspects of Brahman in so far as one has no form 
while the other has a form. But he says that since tee find 
in the Scriptural statements Brahman which has two such 
apparently conflicting aspects each of which leads to liberation 
or its realization in its true sense, we have to admit that there 
is no r€<tl inconsistency between the two aspects and that therefore 
a seeker may be allowed to choose one of the two as he likes. 

The Sutrakara’s attitude here is similar to his attitude 
regarding the question whether Brahman which is impartite 
changes itself into the form of the world or not ( Bra. Su. H. 
1. 26-27 ). There he asserts that Brahman is impartite and yet 
undergoes a change, remaining partly changeless and there is 
no inconsistency in this doctrine because the Srvti mentions it, 

14. — The Sutrakara seems to use this word in 

the sense of a statement found in the Srnti. It is explained 
similarly by Sankara in Bra. Su I, 3. 16, III. 1. 18 etc, Qf 
also in Bra. Su. II. 1. 16. 

. 1 ® 
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15. — The Sutrakara seems to have in his view 

an example like that of a village with two ways of approach 
to it, one from the east and the other from the west. Both 
of these roads, though opposite each other, are not really 
inconsistent, because a traveller may select any of the two at 
his desire and yet is sure to reach the village. Such is the 
case with the and aspects of Brahman. 

16. Sankara has made an independent Adhikarana out 

of Sutras 29-30 Therefore, in order to explain the masculine 
form of ^qrq^r: which cannot be grammatically construed with 
iT^: he says 

To us it appears that means ^¥r?Ttf^«r s 

( or ) ^qq?rs ( Sutra 28 ). As a rule the words 

in a Sutra should be construed with some words in that Sutra 
or in the preceding Sutras, rather than with a word taken as 
understood. should according to Sankara mean an 

object having the characteristic of sometimes real irfk and 
sometimes ttih: understood metaphorically ; but Sankara could 
not construe it like that and therefore he says, “ snrf^qjRur- 

l ”... and then regarding 
an objecet having no real ?rf^, he says, ff 

To us it seems that cT^^cri^ifqsrfsEr should mean 
the finding, in the Sruti, of an object having the two-fold 
characteristic mentioned in Sutras 28-29. Sankara explains 
by taking two examples of and 3n^t*^srif^. 

Sankara, however, realizes, that in fact, the question of 
the possibility or impossibility of going to Brahman is discussed 
in Bra. Su. IV. 3. 7-14 ( or rather 15 ), and therefore he adds 
i^vn^r | There are several 

cases wherein according to Sankara’s commentary on the 
Brahmasutras, the treatment of his subject by the Sutrakara 
is shown to be overlapping But to us it does not seem to be 
so ( See Chapter X of Vol. II, ). 



SECTION IX 

Attributes nec&ssary for Meditaiioru 

Sutras III. 3. 31-33 

TRANSLATION 

• 

NoWHEI^E [is] the rule [found for the employing] 
offl// [ the attributes belonging to either of the two aspects 
for the purpose of meditation ] ; [ but ] there is no incon- 
sistency of them all with Sruti and Smrti. 31 

[ The meditation on the attributes of Brahman ] 
connected with official duties [ at a sacrifice ] should be 
continued ( avasthiti ) as long as the office lasts. 32 

But the attributes of Aksara are to be confined [ to 
< * *" 

their respective Srutis ] on account of the sameness [ of 
their purpose ] and on account of [the soul] being [what] 
those [attributes imply], as in the case of aupasada; 
this has already been explained. 


33 



NOTES 

Sutra 31 

1. The preceding Adhifearana gives an option to a seeker 

to choose either of the and aspects of Brahman, 

This Adhikarana seems to us to discuss the question how many 
attributes ( or ‘ thoughts ’ ) out of those mentioned by the 
Sruti and collected by the the Sutrakara in Bra. Su. I. 1-S 
are to be used in the meditation on either of the two aspects. 

2. seems to us to be connected with taken 

as understood which is suggested by in in 

Bra. Su. III. 3. 33. 

* 

3. There is no rule that all the attributes 

of or aspect of Brahman should be used in 

the meditation on either. In other words, it is not necessary 
that a meditator should meditate on all the attributes of 
Brahman collected by the Sutrakara in Bra. Su. I. 1-3 
from the Sruti, 

4. i. e. — If a meditator 

chooses to meditate on all ^the attributes of Brahman, there is 
no objection because dll the attributes are consistent with 
Sruti and Smyti, being themselves collected on the strength 
of their being mentioned in either of the two or both. The 
attributes on which a meditator is to meditate are those 
sanctioned by Sruti and Smrti and therefore their use for 
meditation is also sanctioned by the Scripture; so they are 
collected in harmony with the Scripture. For this reason all 
the attributes or as many as one would choose to use, may be 
used in meditation. 

5. — The words and sigJTR have been 

used in the Sutras in the sense of Sruti and Smyti, e, g., 
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Bra. Su. I. 3. 28, III. 2. 24 etc. So, the word ‘ ’ in this 

Sutra would mean or Sruti as the word ST^ITR would 

mean Smrti. 

5a. This Sutra gives an option about the number of 
attributes for meditation on Brahman itself while Sutra III. 3. 
57 seems to give an option about attributes to be used in the 
meditation on Brahman imagined as consisting of parts ( STffT- 
5ra[i:T: ). 

6. According to Sankara the topic of this Sutra is a 
question whether the itrt mentioned in the Sruti in the case 
of certain should be extended to other ^gorf^gTS in 

which no is mentioned. According to Sankara 
in the Sutra is not connected with as is done by us 

by a hint from Sutra 33, but he explains it as — 

infHR^SI»n ^g'URT f^URT^I; he takes STRAIT: (absence of rule ) 
in the sense of ‘ ’ and then adds ‘ 

I Thus he explains as ‘ 

^aguTRT RfTRRR^ROr %5r?TRl^l TTR^gutR I 

It seems to us- that the question of is not at all 

discussed in this Pada ; it occurs in Sutra IV. 3. 7—14. 
Sankara knows this ( Gf. 535 ^# f^viT’T 

f^TRR: — Sa. Bhasya on Bra. Sutra III. 3. 30 ). is 

naturally a topic proper for discussion in the According 

to the context, should be connected with instead 

of fiffTRR. Moreover srfRqTr: ( absence of a rule ) 

cannot literally mean ‘ without any distinction ! 

The sense of in is modified by Sankara by 

interpreting it as ‘ ST^iiIR^tq ’ and then he interprets 
“ ?TS?ig;fTR(RR ” as f 3 for As ^ or he 

quotes Cha. Upa. V, 10. 1. and tries to interpret that Sruti 
as referring to all ^^OTT^IS instead of to rig[i^;i^?rr and SRr 
and cTR: to which only that Sruti really refers or instead of 
referring to all ( and ) fqms as distinguished from 
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the religion of and (See Bra. Su. III. 1. 7, IV. 2. 17 ). 

As Srufti or Anuiuana Sankara refers to Bhagavadgita VIII. 26. 
But this Smrti does not at all state that it refers to all the 
5gjjttrf^?lis ; not only so but the Sutrakara himself regards this 
verse as a Smarta rule about the fate of the Yogins who know 
Brahman and to be in disagreement with the Cha. Upa. Sruti 
in question ; so, according to Sutra IV. 2. 21 Sankara is not 
justified^ in holding that Cha. Upa. V. 10. 1 and Gita VIII. 26 
teach the same doctrine. Thus, neither the Sruti nor the 
Smyti seems to justify Sankara’s interpretation of aa 

( 6a ). It should also be noticed here that Sankara 
connects this Sutra with Bra. Su. IV. 3. 15 and says that the 
latter makes an exception to the general rule stated in this 
Sutra. This connection also makes bis interpretation of Sutra 
III. 3. 31 doubtful. 


Sutra 32 

7. As in Sutra 24 above means 

it seems to us that in Sutra, 32, means srrBigiT- 

Though the word occurs in Sutra 33 

and seems to be referred to by in Sutra 31, we may 

take jjoiRm as understood with because sjtrr and 

are more or less used here as synonyms. If we are not 

willing to make such a concession about the terminology of the 
Sutrakara, we may adopt Ramanuja’s reading according to 
which Sutra 32 preceds Sutra 31. But it does not seem to us 
necessary to do so. Cf. in III. 8. 13 which is referred 

to not by a masculine word ( e. g. sgtiri: ) but by ( Fern. ) 

in Bra. Su. III. 3, 33. 

8. It seems to us that in Sutras 31-33 the Sutrakara 
discusses three types of attributes ; Sutra 31 deals with 
attributes or thoughts which belong to Brahman and most of 
which have been collected by the SStrakara in Bra. Su. I. 1-3. 
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There are other attributes or thoughts which belong to 
the Immutable ; these are dealt with in Sutra 33. There is a 
third type of attributes or thoughts of Brahman which belong 
to the official duties or which are useful to officiating priests 
( ). These seem to have been dealt with in 

Sutra 32. 

9. This Sutra seems to tell us how long the attributes 

of Brahman which refer to ‘ parts of the rites ’ should 

be meditated upon. 

10. in this Sutra means the duties of the office 

( priestly or professional ). In Bra. Su. III. 4. 41 the Sutrakara 
tells us that one who has entered the stage of renunciation 
( ) should also not perform the official or professional 

duties (tT^' because those duties do not concern 

him on account of the Smyti about the possibility of his moral 
fall (if he performs them). Sutra III. 4. 43 allows a man who is 
outside the stasfe of an ascetic, and who. seeks Brahman and 
liberation, to do both his official and also “ secondary ” duties 
( ) ou the strength of Smfti and practice f Bra. 

Su. III. 4. 43 ). In Bra. Su. III. 4. 44-46 we have a discussion 
as to what official duties are allowed to a seeker of liberation. 
Thus, STrfv)R»Tf^^ duties were allowed to a and 

not to an ascetic. 

11. — With this word we should take as 

understood some word of a masculine or neuter gender having 
the sense of ‘ ’ which is implied by in III. 3. 31 

and which is mentioned in Bra. Su. III. 3. 83. We believe 
we may take “ either goir??!!! or ” as understood. 

The attributes of or the meditations on Brahman which pertain 
to the official duties are discussed here ( Of. the use of the 
word in Bra. Su. III. 4. 41 ). 

There are several meditations on Brahman, connected 
with the official duties of a Brahmaua i. e. with the priestly 
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duties, discusssd in Bra. Su. III. 4. 44-46. Examples of this 
kind of meditations or attributes of Brahman are (a) ^ 

^q qrqg^q ^ q^rw i ( Cba, 

Upa. I. 7. 5-9 ). (h) sr^q ^^^q qiT qfqfeqiqq^ ffs 

^ qr 5?nR ^i;qifqi^iqn%q ^gcqiifq sT?q# q^cqTqji^rt 

^l^-qt 5qfqTqiq;f?q; q^riq^rj^. i! ^ ii ^ qq q^q^Tqi^^qj ^ q^sqsrr; 
q^dq't fi^q «Tqfq q^q€iq^ ^ ^qit^qfq q qq%q iqia’=q^' 
q^qi'tl^Q^qgqRq ll R 11 ( Cha. Upa. I. 9. 1-2. ) ; ( c ) sisq |q 
sTFqVqtqH^Eriq sRqtqqt %qqr si^fiTqq?qiq^T qf 
?|qf !• fqqf^q^fq w qqqrqtqi’q ^q%fq h a n qr^r 

ffq itqrq ^qff^ f qi sjqifq STTOT^qiBr^fqflffq snt^q^’ 5 - 
^qr %qqr q^qiqqsqiq^i qf q^cft^qt % 

sqq^^qwqtrK^q W^fq II H 11 ( Cha. Upa. I. 11, 4-5 ) In Bra, 
Su. 1. 2. 13, I. 1. 22, I. 1. 23, it has been decided that the 
above Srutis mention Brahman under the names of 
5^, STlsRl^r, and qpir. But these Srutis in their original place 
are connected with some rites or priestly duties, the official 
duties of a Brahman. 


The present Sutra ( III. 3. 32 ) tells us how long these 
meditations on Brahman associated with priestly duties are to 
be kept on ( STrfqqqf^TOTmq^qRS ). 

12. qrq^fqsRT^tl — This gives us the limit of the period 
of continuing the q^qwqs or meditations on the attributes 
of Brahman connected with the priestly duties ( sifgqiK ). 
A seeker of Brahman can perform his official duties as long 
as he has not renounced the world and may perform them 
even after renunciation if he is in the danger of losing life 
( See Bra. Su. HI. 4. 43, and 42 ). During this period of the 
parformanee of official duties, the meditations on Brahman 
connected with them should be continued. 


According to Sankara this Sutra discusses the question 

rt %fFq?cg?q€rq q qr 
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It should be^pointed out that this question has nothing 
to do with the so-called which Sankara believes to 

be the purpose of this Pada. Moreover, this is not a proper 
place in the Brahmasutras if at all the Sutrakara wanted to 
discuss that question. According to Saiikara, the of 

the knower of Brahman is described in Bra, Su. IV. 1 and 
therefore the question of a further incarnation in the case of 
one who knows Brahman would at the earliest be discussed 
after Bra. Su. IV. l.t 

“ ” according to Sankara means one who himself 

is ( almost God-like ) but is appointed by 

various offices; means 

“ continuing to live with one s deeds 

unexhausted though they have attained right knowledge which 
is the means of absolution.” ‘ means ‘till the 

appointment lasts ' ( Of. Bra. Su. I. 3. 26-33 ). Sankara also 
quotes several Srutis and Smytis showing that Jcarmas come 
to an end on the achievement of the knowledge of Brahman 
and that comes to an end only after giving its fruit 

to the agent just as a discharged arrow stops only after its 
speed is exhausted. But the fact that the Sutrakdra considers 
this same point in Bra. Su. IV. 1. 13-19 shows that the 
topic of this Sutra ( 32 ) is not what Sankara thinks it to be, 

Sutra 33 


14. g- 


-This word rejects a according to which 


f Or rather the question of the invariable attainment^ of 
( as a consequence of which would put a stop to further incarna- 
tions ) is discussed in Bra. Su. III. 4. 52 which seems to say that 
there is no rule abont the attainment of the frnit in the form of 
liberation or the frnit of liberation (m., approach bo Brahman and 
company of Brahman ), because the Scripture definitely men ions 
(%!#/) those who have reached the stage of the knowledge of 

Brahman. ( See also Bra. Su. IV. 1. 1-2.) 


30 
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‘ the thoughts ’ on are also required to be included in 

the meditation on either of the two aspects of Brahman, 

15. Saiikara is right in quoting Br. Upa. 
III. 8. 8. 3T^?;^s are the negative thoughts like 

etc., which describe the and show that the 

Brahman is immutable. 

16. ‘ ’ means restraint, confinement, fence, barrier 

etc. The Sutrakara seems to mean that the thoughts on 

are to be confined to where they are in the Sruti literature ; 
they are not to be collected for the purpose of meditation, 
is thus the opposite of in Bra. Su.III. 3. 5. 

17. and are two reasons why ‘ the thoughts 

on 31^?; ’ should not be collected or have not been collected by 
the Sutrakara in his work. The first reason is which 

seems to us to mean the common nature or common charac- 
teristic of the thoughts of the Immutable, viz., the fact that 
all of these thoughts serve the same purpose of denying any 
phenomenal attribute of Brahman and consequently proving 
that Brahman is formless ( fqcfqTK, ). All these 

attributes have a common meaning or a common purpose 
( — in Sutra III. 3. 13 ). And, therefore, it is not 
necessary to collect them from the various texts. All the 
attributes tfiat the Sutrakara has collected in Bra. Sti. I. 1-3 
have each of them a different meaning and therefore they are 
useful. But such is not the case with the attributes of 3T^?:. 

18. — ‘Being that.' This seems to mean that the 

individual soul itself is ( immutable or ) the same as is 

described to be. The individual soul is already Sfrig, 

etc. The purpose of meditation by the method of 
is to transform the individual soul and make mani- 
fest in himself those gois of Brahman on which he meditates. 
As the individual soul is already etc., 

( ), there is no need of meditating on those sjvrs. Thus, 
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the fact of the soul’s being etc., is the 

reason, why the Sutrakara does not favour or collection 

of the same attributes of 3T^?:t 

19. seems to be a minor sacrifice which includes 
some minor rites common to another major sacrifice ; and though 
^q^^ is required to be included in the major sacrifice, yet no 
such inclusion is carried out on the ground that the major 
sacrifice already includes those minor features. This, however, 
is a mere conjecture. But the example of ^q^T^ seems to be 
interpreted by the Sutrakara as somewhat similar to that 
suggested by us. 

20. — This phrase, wherever it occurs in the 

Brahmasutra, is an important one, because on it depends the 
right interpretation of some of these Sutras. To us it appears 
that in the present case is a reference to Bra. Su. III. 

3. 13-15. As we have already suggested above, in 

Sutra 33 corresponds to ar^^WIsqTci;. in Sutra III. 3. 13. 

‘‘ being the same ” seems to be the summary of the arguments ’ 
in Sutra III. 3. 14-15 ( compare the explanation of 

given above with the explanation of Sutras 14-15 already 
given under those Sutras ). corresponds to ‘ srqtfk ’ 

taken as understood in Sutra 13 on the strength of its 
occurence in Sutra 12. fcK in Sutra 13 is interpreted 

as thoughts on because which would mean 

the attributes collected in Bra. Sti. I. 1 and 
are mentioned respectively in Bra. Su. III. 3. 11 and 12, so 

j- The interpretation of cT^tq offered above is however tentative. 

It is a conjecture drawn from the argument STfcirqrsqrtl in Bra. Su. 

ITT 3. 15, Perhaps ‘ ’ may refer to the fact that the meditator 

on the q^qq. aspect as well as the f?Tqq^ aspect of Brahman already 
understood the object of meditation as not having a physical ^ and 
therefore there is no necessity of meditating on either aspect as 
eto. This second suggestion is made in accordance with 
3Tt«qiqiq sr^qqiwqrq, ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 14. ). In this case ‘ ’ means 

creq ( ) qrqni q^jrqrai ( ). 
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that only seem to remain to be mentioned in Sutra 

III, 3. 13. Because of these identical and similar expressions 
and meaning's in Sutra 33 on the one hand and in Sutras 
13-15 on the other hand, it seems to us to be very probable 
that in Sutra 33 refers to Sutras 13-15. If this 

suggestion of ours be correct, we have in Sutra 33 ample 
evidence for our interpretation of Sutras 13-15. 

21 Sankara is right in saying that refers to 

such Srutis as Br. tJpa. III. 8. 8. According to him, however, 
the question discussed in this Sutra is whether all the thoughts 
on 31^?: are to be collected and added to all the Srutis 

or not. This does not seem to us to be the case ; rather, the 
topic here is what attributes are to be collected for meditation 
on Brahman, and what are not. 

This Sutra seems to mention these latter, the former 
having been stated in Sutras 31-32. means obstruction, 

restraint, confinement, blockade, fence, blocking up where they 
occur. But Sankara explains the word in the Sutra as follows 

i Thus, by 

adding he altogether changes the sense of ; and 

instead of ‘ obstruction ’ or ‘ restraint ’ the worS comes to mean 
acceptance and admission everywhere. This way of adding 
words to such an extent that the original sense is altogether 
changed seems to us to be very dangerous, which 

means a common characteristic is explained by Sankara as 
fi f5i%5iffr?:TqR?::ar^ stirsrRrqT^JTsr^^:s i. This is 

rather the very reason on account of which the Sutrakara 
confines these attributes to where they occur and thereby 
shows his unwillingness to collect them for meditation either on 
the aspect ( Sutra 13-15 ) or on Brahman in general 

( Sutra 33, i. e., the aspect as well ). It is the 

of one ‘ thought ’ ( ) with other * thoughts ’ ( STffg', 

<3fc. ) which, it seems to us, is meant here. ( Of. 
in Sutra III. 3. 13 ), is interpreted by Sankara as 
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“ sffgr g- STT^m src^rwin?!^ I ”. We think, by 

the Sutrakara refers to the fact that the soul is already 
etc., like the Aksara. 

There is a mention of attributes in Sutras 11-15, and 
again a statement of attributes occurs in these Sutras ( 31-33 ). 
The purpose of Sutras 11-15 is to state what attributes are 
to be taken in the meditation on the ^'Spect of Brahman ; 
while Sutras 31-33 aim at explaining how many attributes 
should be included in the meditation on both the aspects of 
Brahman ( See Sutras 28-30 ). But in so doing the Sutrakara 
also mentions ( in Sutras 32-33 ) which attributes are to be 
taken temporarily and which should be confined where they 
are. Sutra 33 repeats briefly the statement of Sutras 13-15, 
because that latter statement was made only for the meditation 
on the ; while it was not made for the aspect also. 

This latter incompleteness of statement has been removed by 
Sutra 33. Thus, Sankara’s remarks that this repetation of the 
consideration of attributes is for the purpose of giving details 
only, are not correct ( ?r?II ^ 

...sTT^^sr 1 5r5r sr%W 

I ) ; because Sutra 33 rather hriejiy refers to 
Sutra 13-15. His remarks, however, are based upon his inter- 
pretation of both these groups of Sutras ( 11-15, 33 ). To us 
they seem to support the explanations that we have offered 
for these Sutras ( 31-33 ). Sankara takes as referring 

to Jai. Su. III. 3. 8. We have already stated above the reasons 
why in this Sutra seems to us to refer to Sutras 13-15 

of this Pada. 



SECTION X 


Inward Method of Meditation. 

Sutras 111. 3. 34-36 


TRANSLATION 


On account of the Sruti's mention [ of Brahman as 
being ] ‘ of this much size [ Brahman should be meditated 
upon ] inwardly in one’s own self, just as [ is done J in 
the case of the group of elements. 34-35 

If it be argued : “■ [ Meditation is to be practised 
inwardly in one’s self, because ] otherwise there would be 

no explanation of the identity [ of the meditator with the 
meditated ], we reply “ No [ The inward meditation ] 
is like [ the one suggested ] in another precept [ about 

inward realization ]. 


36 



NOTES 

Sutra 34-35 

1. To US it seems that originally Sutras 34 and 35 formed 
one single Sutra, because, as we shall explain below, 

( Sutra 34 according to Sankara’s Patha ) gives the reason 
for ‘ STfcT?:! ’ in Sutra 35, and does not therefore seem to us 
to be an independent argument or an independent Adhikarana 

2 . — This undoubtedly refers to a Sruti in 

which is said to be ‘ of this much size ’ i. e., of a 

small size. So, probably, refers to some Sruti like 

Katha XJpa. IV. 12-13 viz., 

sif sntTTf^ I 

fr ii \R ii 

vicr¥i5q^?T ^ ^ ^ 93 3:31 11 II 

In Bra. Su. 1 . 3. 24 ( JrftTcT: ), the Sutrakara has 

discussed this Sruti and has come to the conclusion that 
mentioned here is Because is said to be ‘ of 

a small size, ’ and, as the same Sruti says, resides in the 
heart, He should be meditated upon in one’s own self. “ 

” of the Sruti corresponds to “ ST?cITT ^3l?Jr»T: ” of the 

Sutra. This seems to us to be the argument of the Sutrakara 
in these Sutras ( 34-35 ) for meditating upon the Supreme 
Being as present in one’s own self. In Bra. Su. 1. 2 . 7 and I. 

3 . 21 respectively 5 ^ and 3313 are said to be ‘ of the size 

of the heart ’ because they are to be meditated upon as such, 
as being in the heart 

sqVfT^W I — Bra. Su, I. 2 . 7; 3153^3^% Bra. Su. 1. 3. 2 1 ). 

3 . — The reside in the body. This is 

made very clear, from the following verse: — 
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JTT 5i5ct?:?^ ii Bha, Gi. XVII. 6. 

Thus, means the number of small beings that 

reside in the human body. Similarly, the Supreme Being 
also resides in the body and is to be meditated upon in the 
body or within the self of the meditator. The point of 
comparison is not the meditation but only residence in the 
body. ( Of. also , which shows that ^j^s 

were also worshipped MBh. XII. 236. 14-24 where the 
meditation on the Elements is mentioned. 

4. Sutra 34 has been taken as an independent Adhikarana 
by Sankara, but this expression ( ) is only the 
statement of a and nothing is said therein regarding the 
conclusion. So, it is not likely that by itself it could form an 
Adhikarana. As we have shown above, can be 

well connected with Sutra 35 as a and, therefore, it seems 
to us that if preceded 

should not be an independent Sutra, but should form 
part of Sutra 35. If, however, followed 3Tfcr=Ct- 

Wcr?TFr^r!5^RrrJT5, could be an independent Sutra; in 

this case “ sTrcfsct ’’ would be Sutra 34 and 

would be Sutra 35. 

According to Sankara, ‘ ’ discusses a question 

whether Mu. Upa. III. 1. I and Katha Upa. III. 1 teach the 
same f%?iT or two different fg?iis. But, it should be pointed 
out that in Bra. Su. I. 2. 11 and I. 3. 7 respectively the Sutrakara 
has discussed both these Srutis ( Ka. Upa. III. 1 and Mu. Upa. 
III. 1. 1 ), and in each case it is concluded that each verse 
mentions the Supreme Being and the individual soul. So, 
really, there is no reason why these two Srutis be discussed 
once again. Sankara himself is aware of this unnecessary 
repetition involved in his interpretation of this Sutra ( “ gff 
3. 55 . IrcTcirqf^cril,). So in- 

directly it had been proved in Bra. Su. I. 2. 11 and I. 3. 7 that 
the same is taught in these verses. does not 
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clearly refer to two Srutis or to tioo souls; all that it can imply 
is that in the ^ruti the Supreme Being is said to be of a 
small size. But Sankara takes ^ ’ in the sense of ‘ two ’ 

and explains the Sutra as follows 

q?ig:qqfvr?wf»Rf?cr i ” 

5. According to Sankara, Sutra 35 begins a new Adhika- 
rana and discusses the question whether By. Upa. III. 4. 1 
and III. 5. 1 teach the same or different {^STTS. The 

reason for this doubt is stated by Sankara to be ‘‘ repetition” 
of the same statement. A glance at the two texts will show 
that both of them teach the same topic, which is repeated 
verbatim in both the passages; therefore there was no reason 
£or such a doubt as is raised by Sankara, It should be stated 
here that in this Sutra Sankara raises a because the 

same topic is repeated in the texts concerned, while in the 
preceding Sutra he raises a doubt because different things are 
mentioned in the texts concerned Thus, it 

would seem as if a doubt may be raised on any account, or 
that mere reproduction of the same words in different texts or 
mere difference in some texts should be taken as a suflScient 
ground for raising a doubt. 

Moreover, not a single word in the Sutra suggests a 
reference to the of Sankara. The words 

mean inside one’s self or inside one’s body ; it does not 
mean ‘ ’ and therefore it cannot be taken as a reference 

to ‘ ’ iu Sankara’s fqqqwrqq* Moreover, J 

’ should not be modified into “ 

”. There is no word in the Sutra for sntfJifl and 
added by Sankara. 

Sankara gives two explanations for in the Sutra 

( 35 ). ( 1 ) g *r qq ^ 

^ l We believe, the 

91 
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additions to ” made in this explanation make 

Sankara's interpretation appear too week to be accepted. 
Sankara himself felt diffident about his first interpretation and 
therefore offered a second one. ( 2 ) In this second expla- 

I ' ' I 

nation Sankara takes as referring to Sve. Upa. VI. 11 

in which the compound words ‘ ’ and ‘ ’ 

occur. The original sense in the Sutra seems to be that 
is inside one’s own self; instead of this, Sankara’s 
explanation is that the Lord is in Is 

a sufficient reference to ^ve. Upa. VI. li 1 And can we 
change 5j^!7tJT to so easily ? 

Sutra 36 

6. “ ” in this Sutra refers to the STTrJT^^^ method of 

meditation (Bra. Su III. 3. 16, IV. 1. 3) in which the 
meditator identifies himself with Brahman on which he medi- 
tates. This interpretation is possible if the object of 

meditation is inside the self as much as the soul of the 
meditator himself. If sTil^ the object of meditation be supposed 
to be in the Supreme Heaven ( ) or in Nature any- 
where but in the body, the STlcJT^^f^ ( STf ) would 

not be possible because sri; is surely residing in one’s own 
body ( sjfarn ). Therefore, if Brahman also be in one’s 

own body ( ^sficrR; 3T??r^T ), then only is there any possibility 
of achieving the identification underlying the meditation ( STf 

). This seems to us to be sense of here. 

7. ^qq^ supposes that 

Brahman is to be meditated upon within one’s self because 
otherwise the identification expressed in the cannot 

become possible. 

8. *T-— The Sutrakara rejects the ijqq^’s argument for 
meditation of Brahman within one’s self. It is not for making 
possible the identification underlying 3T^!7^qreqT that Brahman 
is taught here to be meditated upon within one’s self. 
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9. — The Sutrakara seems to refer to a 
statement in the Sruti accordingf to which Brahman and the 
soul are within an individuaVs body without being identical, 
( ). 

There are Srutis like Mu. Upa, HI. 1. 1, Katha Upa. III. I, etc. 

l 

rrqt^fq: fq'»?55 !1 

( Mu. Upa. m. 1. 1 and Sve. Upa. IV. 6 ), 

and 

q?# ^^5E?T 5IT srfw#' q^M i 

q^f^cT q^l^qqt ^ q- fwanf^^rti: !l 

( Katha Upa. III. 1 ). 

Brahman is to be meditated upon within one’s self, not 
in order to achieve the identity of Brahman and the Jiva, 
but because the Sruti declares Brahman to be loith the. soul 
within the latter's body. 

If we take qq^^IfcT^ to mean another teaching like 
( Sutra III. 3. 34-35 ), it may be a reference to 

ccqfncqRfTR qq^iqVs^qqqfq II 

( Sva. Upa. I. 15 ) 

or, to 

( Katha Upa. IV. 1 ). 
‘ srcqqT?JT*l. ’ the inner Atman is God residing in the heart. 

10. If the above interpretation of Sutra 86 be correct, 
it supports indirectly the explanation of Sutra 16 suggested 
by us. The latter as well as Sutras 34-35 deal with the 
method of meditation and so does also Sutra 36, 

10 a. Moreover, the fact that the Sutrakara rejects the 
argument leading to the identification of Brahman and the 
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Jiva, shows that the Sutrakara does not believe in the identity 
of the two. This is in complete agreement with the Sutras 
in which the Sutrakara says that the soul and Brahman are 
not identical e. g., Bra. Su. I. 1. 17, I. 1. 21, I. 2. 22, 1. 3. 5, 
etc. etc., II. 1. 22. 

11. Sankara reads, ‘ in place of ‘ ’ 

which we have followed. Sankara in accordance with his 
interpretation of Sutra 35 explains %S[ as and refers 

that to the different or double statement of the same 

in By. XJpa. III. 4. 1 and III. 6, 1. should mean “ if 

not within one’s self ” in accordance with the context of 
Sutra 35, but Sankara interprets it as 

should mean of because Sankara reads 

‘ \ or ‘ ’ if we adopt Sankara’s meaning 

of Sankara, however, explains as referring to 

Cha. Upa. VI. 8. 7. We need not say that there is no 
similarity between the repetition of the teaching of Cha. Upa. 
VI and the double statement oecuring in Bf. Upa. III. 4 and 
5. Inspite of this Sankara takes Cha. Upa. VI to be the 
model wherewith to explain the repetition in By. Upa. III. 4-5. 



SECTION XI 


Interchange of Attributes of the two Aspects of Brahman in ^ruti: 
No Objection to the Meditation on either of the two 
independently of the other, 

Sutras III. 3. 37-42 

Note We propose to read Sutras 37-42 as follows 
( ^< 3 ) 1 

( »o ) I 

( n ) I 



TRANSLATION 


There is an interchange [ of attributes ] because 
[ the Srutis ] characterise in the same way [ one aspect of 
Brahman ] as they do the other [ aspect ], 37 

because every one and the same [ Sruti ] does so. 38 

Saiya [ -sankalpa ] and other succeeding attributes 
[ can ] at the desire [ of the meditator be used ] in [ the 
meditation on the Avyakta which is ] the other [ aspect of 
Brahman than the one to which, in the opinion of the 
Sutrakara as expressed in Bra. Su. 1. 2, they belong ], and 
in [ the meditation on ] it [ i. e., “ that other aspect ” viz., 
the Avyakta the meditator may at his desire use attributes ] 
from [ dyubhvady ] ayaiana and the succeeding ones. 39 

[ Purvapaksa - ] “ There should be no dropping [ of the 
attributes of an aspect other than the one which one chooses 
to meditate upon ] out of reverence [ for the interchange 
found in the Srutis ]. ” 

[ Siddhanta- ] “ When [ such an attribute ] presents 
itself [ in a Sruti, it should not be dropped ] on account 
of this (reverence) due to the statement of that (Sruti). 40-41 

There is no rule for fixing those [ attributes ]. The 
result of this standpoint is that there is no objection [ on 
the part of the Sruti] to [the taking of the Avyakta and the 
Purusa to be each of them] a separate aspect of Brahman. 42 



NOTES 

Sutra 37 

1. — The word means “ interchange ” and here it 

means the interchange of attributes (f^trqors ), as is suggested 
by the verb Rf^r^cT in the Sutra. The are not to be 

interchanged but the f%5R0ls can be interchanged because 
“ the Srutis use such for one aspect of Brahman as 

they do for the other. ” 

“ ’’ is the statement of a conclusion, and “ 

is a for it. The Sutrakara also gives an inter- 
change of attributes of Brahman in Sutras 38-39 etc. Therefore, 
is an interchange of attributes. 

2. — The subject of this verb is just as 

the subject of which occurs so often in the Brahmasutras 
is always «r%;. Moreover, the feminine form ‘ ’ ia the 

next Sutra makes it clear that the subject of r^f^r^T^cT is 

understood. 

3. ‘ ’ shows that is the conclusion and 

is the premise. 

4. — The Sutrakara holds that there are two forms 

of Brahman and or STSTT^ and 5^. Compare 

also in )• 

“ means “The Srutis distinguish arnnsT as they 

do 3^^, and as they do sr?lFI.” For this reason, the 
chajracteristies of each of the two can be interchanged with 
those of the other. The Sutrakara gives an example of how 
the Srutis distinguish the one form, of Brahman like the other, 
in the next Sutra ( %gr fk )• 

5. Sankara makes one Adhikarana of this Sutra only_ 
is in his view not a statement of the conclusion, hut 
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he takes it as a reference to a text of the Aitareyins and 
another text of the Jabalas in both of which, he says, a 
is given. 

We have already said that here is the statement 

of a conclusion and therefore it does not refer to any Srutis. 

is mentioned for the purpose of meditation and its 
illustrations in Sutras 38-39 also go against taking 
as referring to any particular Srutis. Again, Sankara explains 
as “ This is not the 

exact meaning which the word has in any standard 

lexicon. is an interchange of equal things, interchange 

of ^trwars only or only. In the Sutra, it is the 

interchange of ^^nrors, as is shown by us above. Lastly, it 
is not at all likely that the Sutrakara would try to discuss 
any revealed text other than an Upanisad or an Upanisad not 
accepted by him in the first Adhyaya of his work. 

Instead of taking scrflff;!?; as a simple statement ( 
arf^gr ) Sankara completes “ the gaps ” in the Sutra by saying 
“ ‘ is explained by Sankara 

as goTF: 3IliKn5?n?r STfgriqs^ Thus, 

Sankara interprets as gorr: He adds “ giJir: 

If is to be taken with instead of with 

should be a gar like but it seems to us 

that it is not a guna. is interpreted by Saiikara as 

“ ^ ^vniNTR^TlT ‘ g- ?g[JTfe ’ 

We think that is the subject of 

* . 

Moreover, how would Sankara explain the view established 
in his hhasya on this Sutra in consistency with his interpreta- 
tion of Sutra IV. 1. 5 (srflsfl^c^FRf^) and his hhasya on the same ? 

Sutra 38 

6. This Sutra seems to us to be closely connected with 
the preceding Sutra. ‘ ’ in this Sutra supports our view. 

In Sutra 37 a general statement is given, viz., “ 
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in this Sutra a particular example of that statemetit 
is given, viz., “ ” So this Sutra is a 

continuation of the preceding Sutra. 

7. Irar fi ” is to be taken as understood 

from the preceding Sutra. The Sutrakara seems to mean that 
one and the same Srvii characterises one aspect of Brahman 
the other. He means that we may take any Sruti and 
shall find the correctness of this assertion. Let us take the 
example of Cha. Upa. III. 14. 1-2. This Sruti begins with 

an 5[riSrr and then the attributes 

of this Brahman are given as ifSTtOT: snoT?[T^t^t 

The Sutrakara seems to think that in this Sruti the 

which is mentioned in the beginning is qualiaed as if it 
were the sTfTS!;, because ^iie 

^^psiois of the 5^^. Looking to the of the firgt 

Bada of the first A.dhyaya, which mention as the cause of 
the creation, continuation and dissolution of the world, 
is also a proof that this Sruti is intended to describe the 
m^t Here the is qualified with 

adjectives which properly belong to the Brahma^. 

This is true not only of one single Sruti, but many Srutis do 
the same and therefore the Sutrakara says in Sutra 37, *' 

fcr?:^5lL- ” 

8. ' ’ which is a part of this Sutra according to 

the commentators seems to us to be originally a part of the 
next Sutra ( See Note 9 below ). 

Sutra 39 

Q u » of the preceding Sutra should in our opinion 

be taken in this Siitra. Thus, the original Sutra ( 39 ) should 
have been “ m Here we have 

“{• See also Note ( 10 ) on Sutra III* 3, 39* 

aa. 
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introduced one more change also in the reading of Sankara, viz., 
is changed to thus substituting the long 

t by a short one. Our reasons for detaching from 

the preceding Sutra and attaching it to this Sutra are the 
meaning of and the sense of Sutra 39 as a whole. 

But, for the change of to we are support- 

ed also by Madhva’s reading according to which we have a 
short % instead of a long one in this expression ). 

10. and — In Sutra 11 we have a 

group of attributes viz., Thus, we have here in 

Sutras 11 and 39 three groups of attributes viz., ( 1 ) one 

beginning with (2) a second beginning with and (3) 

a third group of attributes of which 3Tr?T^ is the first. Accord- 
ing to the requirement of the compound, we want three 

lists of attributes in which STRrf, and aTt^?r»T are respectively 
the Jirst. None of the commentators gives any such lists. 

To us it seems that here the Sutrakara refers to the lists 
of attributes in the first three Padas of the first Adhyaya of 
his work, is an attribute referred to in Bra. Su. I. 1. 2; 

that Sutra undoubtedly refers to Tai. Upa. III. 6, viz., 
alrf^ sqr^iRR^ii il 

stt^ffcT.II H Similarly is the first 

attribute in Bra. Su. I. 2. But in this case stands for 
which is given in the Sruti referred to in Bra. Su. 

I. 2. 1, viz., ^ U ^ H WsrtTT^T! 

vEttiw! '9‘lr^Tfr: 

ll ( Cha. Upa. III. 14. 1-2 ). In the 
same way refers to a list in which sTRrR is the 

first attribute of Brahman. This seems to be a reference to 
in the first Sutra of the third ■ Pada of the first 
Adhyaya of the Brahmasutra. 

The word “ btr?^ ” itself occurs in the Sruti referred to 
in Bra. Su. I. 1. 2; so the word str?^ in Sutra HI. 3. 11 can 



Bra. St. m. 3. 37-42 


171 


be easily identified with the same in the {^ruti referred to in 
Bra. Su. I. 1. 2. But the identification of ’with 
and that of with may afford some scope 

for raising a difference of opinions. But, if we study how the 
Sutrakara refers to Srutis or to the Sutras, we come to a 
conclusion that he does make changes, even greater changes, 
than the change of to 551 ?^ and to ®n^I?nT. 

Thus, in Bra. Su. I. 1. 24 ( refers to 

a Sruti in which the word “ ” occurs, viz , Cha. Upa. III. 

12, 6; in Bra. Su. I. 2. 1 refers to in Cha. 

Upa. III. 14. 2; in Bra. Su. I. 2. 7 refers to BT 

in Cha, Upa. III. 14. 3j s?TtJTWg[^ in Bra. Su. I. 2. 7 
refers to a S'ruti in which the word “ ” occurs viz., 

Cha. Upa. VIII. 1, 1. All these examples of si?ft^s used by 
the Sutrakara for making references to Srutis show that he 
makes changes in the words occuring in the original passages. 
We believe the above examples of the way in which the 
Sutrakara makes references to other text are a sufficient ground 
to guarantee our suggestion to take and 3Tl5ra»T as 

abbreviations of and and therefore as 

references to the Sruti which is fgi?isrisF^ in Bra. Su. I. 2. 1 
and to Sutra I. 3. 1 respectively. Since the purpose of the 
Sutrakara was to refer to the three lists of attributes in the 
three Padas of the first Adhyaya, it is of minor importance that 
and refer to the Srutis which are the <5f 

Bra. Su. I. 1. and I. 2, while STf^tTST refers to the Sutra ( 1. 3. 1 ) 
itself, or that or is not the first in the attributes of 

Cha. Upa. III. 14. 2 ( being mentioned first in that Sruti ). 

is an attribute, and or is also an attribute ; 

but giT?I?I»T is by itself no attribute ; this inconsistency is 
removed by taking STi^rarfr as f which is an attribute. 

This is a more cogent reason also why should be 

understood to refer to 

If we accept the above suggestion regarding the inter- 
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pretation of the three groups of attributes, ( 1 ) 

( 2 ) and ( 3 ) we can easily make out 

the reference expressed by in each compound. Thus, 

the first list consists of ( 1 ) ( Bra. Su. I. 1. 2 ), ( 2 ) 

( Bra. Su. I. 1. 12 ), ( 3 ) ( Bra. Su, I. 1. 

20 ), ( 4 ) 3TR:T5[r ( Bra. Su. I. 1. 22 ), ( 5 ) srior ( Bra. Su. I. 

1. 23 ), ( 6 ) ( Bra. Su. I. 1. 24 ) and ( 7 ) UTot ( Bra. 

Su. I. 1. 28 ). The second list is made up of ( 1 ) 

( ) etc., ( Bra. Su. I. 2. 1 ), ( 2 ) sttTI ( Bra. Su. I. 

2. 9 ), ( 3 ) 3jfT sr^i: ( Bra. Sti. I. 2. 11 ), ( 4 ) ( Bra. 

Su. I. 2. 13 ), (5 ) ( Bra. Su. I. 2. 18 ), (6) 

jprsR ( Bra. Su. I. 2. 21 ) and ( 7 ) gsgR?:; ( Bra. Su. I. 2. 24 ). 
The third list consists of ( 1 ) ( Bra. Su. I. 3. 1 ), 

( 2 ) ( Bra. Su, I. 3. 8 ), ( 3 ) ( Bra. Su. I. 3. 

10 ), ( 4 ) ( Bra. Sti. I. 3. 13 ), ( 5 ) ( Bra. Su. I. 

3. 14 ), ( 6 ) ( Bra. Su. I. 3. 24 ), ( 7 ) ( Bra. 

Sti. 1. 3. 39 ), (^8 ) ( Bra. Sti. I. 3. 40 ), ( 9 ) 

( Bra. Su. I. 3. 41 ), ( 10 ) ( Bra. Sti. I. 3. 42 ), and 

qfgr; ( Bra. Sti. I. 3. 43 ). 

11. ?lRl3[*Ts “ ’larR^agr^'l and those attributes 

that follow it may be, at the desire of the meditator, used for 
meditation on an aspect other than that aspect of Brahman for 
which they have been mentioned by the Stitrakara. ” is 

( Bra. Sti. III. 3. 28 ). On account of the or 

interchange of attributes ( Bra. Sti. III. 3. 37 ) the Sutrakara 
gives an option to, the meditator. The Sutrakara has argued in 
Bra. Su. I. 2 that the collected in that Pada describe 

the 2^ aspect of Brahman. Now he says that may 

be optionally used in the meditation on the other, i e., on the 
sr^R aspect of Brahman. This option is quite consistent 
with the nature of the fg^sRgfRzis of that Pada. All the 
f%q^g[R?TS contain words which express the Brahman, 

but on account of certain ^$r<snJTS of that the Sutrakara 

argues that the subject of those str^is is 5^. Let us take 
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an example in addition to that of given above under 

Sutra 38. Thus, Mu. Upa. I. 1. 5-6 mentions the but 

the Sruti characterises that aspect as it does the 5W 

and therefore the Sutrakara gives arguments from that Sruti 
to show that that passage teaches the aspect of Brahman. 

This is true also about other Srutis discussed in that Pada 
( See our Notes on Bra. Su. I. 2 in the Appendix). 

The above option ( ) lends support 

to Sankara’s view because it explains why it is that Sankara 
takes Srutis like Mu. Upa. I. 1. 5-6 as referring to aigR;. 
in his commentary on that Upanisad, while he interprets the 
same as dealing with or sggoj is his commentary on 
the Brahmasutra. 

11 . g'q ^ — “And in the meditation on it 

(i. e., on the ) may be used at the desire of the meditator 

attributes from sifqcTq, etc. ” This means the of 

Bra. Su. I. 3 deal with the according to the Sutrakara, 

but here he gives an option to use those attributes in the 
meditation on the sr^gqq^. This shows that the Srutis discuss- 
ed in Bra. Su. I. 3 characterise as they do 

If we study the fqqqqiqqs of Bra. Su. I. 3, we find that 
they expressly mention js^q and describe Him with words 
applicable to the The Sutrakara who lays emphasis 

on the express word in these Srutis makes a two-fold attempt 
at explaining the topic of these Srixtis; in Bra. Su. I. 3 he 
says that these Srutis describe the 5^ because actually the 
word 5^ is mentioned in them, while in Bra. Su. III. 3 39 
he makes it clear that since these Srutis describe the 5^ 
with adjectives and terms applicable to the 3R:qq^, he allows 
an option to use these attributes in the meditation on the ar^qqg^. 

To give an example from Bra. Su. I. 3, Mu. Upa. II. 2. 5 
is the fqqqqm of the first Adhikarana. That fqqqqifq 
uses the word which the Sutrakara seems to take as a 
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word belonging to moreover, as the Sutrakara himself 

says, the is called g^ or QrEtq^cq' ( Bra. Su. I. 3. 

2 ), Now, this g^ or STfrfiq;. is said to be g’vqi^irq'crTr ‘ that 
which is the abode of the sky, the earth, etc. ’ This 3^qfii|qcr»T 
is according to the Sutrakara an attribute of the ar^H. Again, 
this g^q is said to be ( Mu. Upa. II. 2. 7 ) which 

is in the opinion of the Sutrakara an attribute of the sr«iR. 
Mu, Upa. II. 2. 8 also describes this g^ in the terms of 
st^R. Thus, Mu. Upa. II. 2 describes g^ in the terms of 
ST'grR. The same seems to be true also of other Srutis 
discussed in Bra. Su. I. 3. 

12. Why does the Sutrakara use instead of 

1 Is it for a^ metrical reason ? Or, does it mean 
that only some of the Srutis discussed in Bra. Su. I 3 describe 
gpgq in the terms of ST^R and therefore only some of those 
Srutis should be taken in the meditation on the while 

other Srutis describe g^q in the terms of g^q (only) and these 
should not, therefore, be taken in the meditation on the 
but they should be used only on the meditation on g^q ? 

13. If the above interpretation of Bra. Su. III. 3. 11 and 

ITT , 3, 37-39 be correct, we have here the key to the interpre- 
tation of Bra. Su. I. 1-3. According to Bra. Su. III. 3. 11 
the Sutrakara has devoted the first Pada of Bra. Su. I to the 
collction of the attributes of only the ) or smR 

aspect of Brahman. In Bra. Su. I. 2 he has dealt with those 
Srutis which describe the or with the adjectives 

applicable to only the and which he has himself taken 

as teaching the aspect. This is the implied sense of 

and ( Bra. Su. 

ITT. 3. 37-39 ). And lastly. Bra. Su. I. 3 discusses those 
Srutis which describe the gqq with the terms applicable to the 
srqR, and about which the Siitrakara himself argues there that 
they deal with gqq ( qq — Bra. Su. IIL 3. 39 ). 

14. According to Sankara’s reading there is one indepenment 
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Adhikarana of Sutra 38 ( ^ He takes this Sutra 

as referring to a question arising out of By. Upa. V. 4-5, m., 
whether the of By. Upa. V. 4 and that of By. Upa. 

V. 5 are one and the same. As can be seen by reading the 
text of By. Upa. V. 4-5 there is no reason to raise such a 
doubt at all, because it is clearly stated that in By. Upa. 
V, 5. 2 is the same as the in By. Upa. V. 4 and V. 1, 
viz., 53 I Therefore, it appears to us that 

By. Upa. V. 4-5 does not require any discussion and is 
not, therefore, likley to have been discussed in the Brahma* 
sutra. Sankara seems to take in as referring 

to By. Upa. V. 4-5. refers to a list of attributes in 

which 5icq is the jfirst attribute, but there is no such list in 
this passage from the By. Upa. In By. Upa. V. 4 there are 
three attributes ( qqqlr of which is 

the last one. Thus, it is not likely that ^cqr^q: refers to By. 
Upa. V. 4-5. 

Sahlrara takes ^q as qq;r qq and adds ‘ iqUI ’. To us 
it appears that 4q means “ |rfq! fq%frfq ?5r^q^” as we 
have explained above, “fqf^qfs, ” which is here implied, joins 
this Sutra with the preceding Sutra. There is no evidence in 
the Sutra to take fq fq?JT as understood. Having taken ^q 
in the sense of q^q ^erqfq^IT, Sankara finds that the ^ for 
this conclusion is not given in the Sutra, so he takes 
“ si^5nq;%'angL” as understood. In our opinion it was very easy 
to see the and therefore the Sutrakara does not 

discuss the By. Upa. passage at all. 

“ ?Rqi^qs ” in the Sutra is explained by Sankara as 
“ ?r?qT^ g<JIT q^%iqq qqt^ As we have shown 

above, there is no list of ^qr^qt goTK in this By. Upa. Sruti. 

Sankara quotes an interpretation of this Sutra given by 
some of his predecessors. That interpretation also shows that 
the correct tradition was lost long before Sankara. 
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As regards Sankara’s own interpretation of Bra. Sfi. III. 
3. 38 it may be added that in Bra. Su. III. 3. 20-22 the same 

I 

Bf. Upa. Sruti (V.5) is also discussed by the Sutrakara according 
to Sankara’s interpretation of those Sutras. Now, there in the 
very beginning he tatkes it for granted that the in V. 2 

is none else but the mentioned in V. 1. Looking 

to this position of Sankara regarding Bjr. Upa. V. 5, it would 
also seem impossible that any doubt about By. Upa. V. 5 be 
raised or discussed at all in the Brahmasutra. 

15. Safakara interprets Sutra 39 as intended to solve 
a question whether Cha. Upa. VIII. 1 and By. Upa. IV. 4 
teach the same Out of these two Srutis Cha. Upa. 

VIII. 1 is already discussed by the Sutrakara in Bra. Su. I. 3. 
14-17, and the other Sruti ( By. Upa. IV. 4 ) along with By. 
Upa. IV. 3 is discussed under Sutra I. 3. 42 in accordance 
with the interpretation of Sankara. Thus, as both the Srutis 
were already discussed and proved as dealing with q^iTTciTS^, 
it does not seem necessary to us that any doubt regarding 
the identity of their teaching required to be solved later on 
in this Sutra. 

Sankara takes to be the reading, which, as we 

have shown above, should have been originally ?cT?:;5r. 

But Sankara takes ( separated from ) to refer 

to in Cha. Upa. VIII. 1, 5. His argument for 

interpreting as is as follows:-“?RTTrr^tfCT I 

I SfTT: *Trfr% I ” This argument 

seems to us to have no parallel in the Brahmasutra. Moreover, 
as Sankara himself further on notices, he requires here 
and not In our opinion, we rather require 

not because would be a 

symmetrical expression along with and . 

But even cannot refer to Cha. Upa. VIII. 1. 5 

because the list of attributes in that Sruti begins with 
“ STq^cPiI'Gfrr ” and therefore “ ” ( a list of 
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attributes in which is the first ) should have be.en 

the compound-word, if a reference to Oha. Upa. VIIL 1. 5 
were intended by the Sutrakara. But as no such expression 
is given in the Sutra, we believe it is not possible to take 
the Sutra as referring to Cha. Upa. VIII. 1. 5 at all. 

Sankara takes as referring to the Bf. Upa. passage. 

But to us this seems to signify the way in which 

is used by the Sutrakara in Sutra 37 ( and also in Bra. Su. 
III. 3. 16 ). 

‘ ’ means, according to Sankara, ?rir ) 

I ” We must say that one cannot add so 
many words before and after in order to make out the 
sense of ?r3[, and one cannot take f5r?:3r twice as Sankara, 
has done. 

Lastly, Sankara’s interpretation of is hardly 

satisfactory. We have interpreted “ 3iTni?r»Tl{%¥?T5 ’’ »s 

“and to It should be applied attributes from those begin- 
ning with i. e., ^'SSTRIi^IcrsT Sankara takes and 

separately, thus making one sentence out ol 
and making “ ” the statement of 

is, according to him, to be taken as 3ri*r3»nr^" 
How can one make additions so easily ^ The word 
* 3IT5r?I»l ’ occurs in neither of the two Srutis. So, Sankara says 
that the statement of as the snqgg is the same in both 
the Srutis. As to what other attributes are common Sankara 
says “ but even this |s3t: is not mentioned 

in any of the two Upanisadic passages. Finally, after taking 
all this trouble to establish between Cha. Upa. VIII. 1 

and Br. Upa IV. 4. 22 Sankara lands himself into a quandary 
because he realizes that according to his own interpretation 
the Cha. Upa. passage ( VIU. I ) teaches while the 

By. Upa. passage (IV. 4. 22 ) teaches the f^gor HiR;. So he 



178 


Intkrpbetatioh 


has to explain why the Sutrakara, as interpreted by him, 
teaches that the is the same in the two passages, 

Sankara’s reply is : - 

This can hardly be accepted 
as a satisfactory explanation for the labour which Sankara 
supposes the Sutrakara to have taken in this Sutra. Such an 
explanation only shows that there is no in this 

Sutra in the sense in which Sankara understands it. 

^ It may be added that in his hhasya on Bra. Su. I. 3. 42 
Sankara quotes Bj. Upa, IV. 4, 22 ( discussed above ) in 
support of his argument and comes to the conclusion that 
By. Upa, IV. 3. 7 teaches or g-gor 

Sutra 40 

16. This is a ’jlrq^ according to Saiikara and others 
and it seems to be so. But while these Acaryas begin a new 
Adhikarana with this Sutra, to us it appears that this and the 
next two Sutras are closely connected with Sutras 37-39, and 
therefore they should be taken as part of the Adhikarana 
begun with Sutra 37. 

17. In Sutra 37 the Sutrakara states that there is a 

‘ interchange ’ of the fq^ors of and and supports 

the same by giving arguments and illustrations in Bra. Su. 38-39. 

Now, what is to be done for the practical purpose of 
meditation in view of the fact that there is an ‘ interchange ’ 
in the Srutis ? The seems to say that out of respect for 

the Sruti^ the attributes of an aspect other than the one on 
which a man meditates should not he dropped, [i. e., these 
attributes variously scattered in different Srutis should be also 
gathered and should be made the subject of meditation as one 
has to do in the case of. those attributes which belons: to 
that aspect on which he meditates ). This would be tanta- 
mount to gathering and meditating upon the attributes of 
as much as the attributes of when one meditates on g^q. 
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Similarly, though one may be meditating on sr^lR, he should 
not drop gathering and meditating upon the attributes of 5^^, 
because he respects the Sruti and the Sruti teaches of 

the f^^qoTs of the two aspects of Brahman. In other words, 
the distinction between the Srutis discussed in Bra. Su. I. 2 
and I. 3 which the Sutrakara has kept up, should be given 
up, because there is the interchange of the attributes of Jr'a[i»r 
and 3551? in the ^ruti. 


Sutra 41 

18. The above procedure would involve the gathering of 

the attributes of both aspects in the meditation on either of 
the two aspects of Brahman. The Sutrakara seems to mean 
in Sutra 41 that this kind of procedure of meditation is not 
the one to be followed as a result of the found in 

the Srutis. All that one should do is not to drop only those 
attributes which present themselves in the Sruti or Srutis .of 
the aspect on which he meditates. Thus, if one wishes to 
meditate on he should resort to the ( viz., 

those discussed in Bra. Su. I. 3 ) and select as many of them 
as he would like ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 31 ) and from them he 
should collect the attributes of 3^, and if in doing so he finds 
an attribute or attributes of srmir, he should not drop them 
from his meditation on 555?!. Thus, one should not drop an attri- 
bute ( of the other aspect ) when that attribute ( of the other 

aspect ) presents itself in the Sruti of that aspect on which he 
wishes to meditate. One should not drop attributes of other 
aspect than the one on which he has chosen to meditate, 
only if those attributes occur in the Srutis he is using for the 
purpose of meditation. 

19. — This is done out of this ” ( i. e., out 

of respect) ‘‘ due to the word of that ( Sruti ).” ‘ 5srar: ’ refers 

to iu the preceding Sutra and seems to give 

reason for the respect. The respect is due to the fact that 
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tlie Sruti menticnis those attributes expressly. The Sruti which 
professes to teach 55551 mentions some attributes of ST'EIR also; 
so, one who meditates on 55pr honours those few attributes 
of also and does not drop them though they do not 

belong to 5 ^^ the object of his meditation. As a result, there 
shall aways be in meditation a majority of those attributes 
which belong to the object of one’s meditation. 

Sutra 40 argues that the attributes of other aspect than 
the one on which a man meditates should not be dropped, 
but should be gathered and meditated upon along with those 
belonging to the aspect of one’s meditation. Sutra 41 states 
that only those attributes which present themselves in the 
Srutis of one’s aspect of meditation should not be dropped. 

20. In place of Sankara’s reading of Sutra 41 ( 

Madhva has This seems to us 

to be a better reading than that of Sankara, firstly because 
‘ ’ of Sankara would mean ' 5ur?E5T 

thus, the locative absolute construction is not correct 
because the noun in the construction is again referred to by 
ET^E^r in the sentence ;t and secondly because asTcT: meaning 
or in Sutra 41 seems to be redundant 

because its purpose is served by unless we can assign 

any other meaning to 3??r: or cTSC^g’fTRj;. So, on the whole 
Madhva’s Patha is here also more correct than Sankara’s, as 
it is in the case of Sutra III. 3. 39. 

21. Sankara takes Sutras 40-41 as making an independent 

Adhikarana. According to him Sutra 40 gives the and 

Sutra 41 gives the We have also foil wed him in 

accepting this division of and ( though there is 

no clear indication about or in the Sutras ). 

- I 

According to Sankara Sutra 40 refers to Oha. Upa. V, 
19. 1-V. 24. 5 and discusses whether one should drop 

f 0/. Paiiiiii’s ^ikfia. 
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when one drops his dinner. There is no word in this Sutra 
or the following, which would justify a reference to Cha. Upa. 
V. 19-24. And, moreover, the topic falls outside the scope 
of and, therefore, it is not likely that the Sutrakara 

would at all discuss it in his work. Just as he would not 
care for considering the question of 

( Sankara’s hhctsya on Bra. Sti. III. 3. 18 ), so he would care 
very little for discussing in his inquiry for Brahman. 

— Sankara says, ‘ snorrfjirct^ should not he dropped, 
even if one drops his dinner. ’ — Sankara refers this 

to a in which respect is shown indirectly for 

snorrfjif^. Thus, would mean, “ Because the 

indirectly shows respect for ” So, the sense of the 

entire Sutra is that even if one drops his dinner, he should 
perform sniinf^^tw even by means of water or any other 
materials suitable to his intention to drop a dinner of rice eio., 
( ). This is the view on STfOTI^ST^. 

22. Sutra 41 gives the According to Sankara, 

means 3T?r5 means «Tt3r!Ts[5^^ 

and we have to take as understood snon^^^;^ 
refers to Cha. Upa. V. 19. 1 mz., 
cTfr^^ ”♦ Thus, sTcI; in Sutra 41 does 

not refer to any tvord in Sutra 4o; and we have to take ^3‘qf^vicf 
as referring to in the Sruti in question. And 

and do not refer to the one and the same thing as 

shown in the interpretation offered by us ( 

), but we have “ 

The refutation of the main argument of the viz., 

referring to a is not given by the Sutrakara 

in the but it is inserted by Sankara in his com- 

mentary on that. Sutra (41). 

Sutra 42 

23. This Sutra seems to us to be connected with the 
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Adhikarana formed by the five preceding Sutras, in 
refers to what is said in the preceding Sutras, 

34. The Sutrakara seems to say that ‘ there is no rule 
for fixing it ’ i. e., there is no rule by which we can decide 
which attributes belong to snsTR and which to 5^. It is 
impossible to decide the attributes of ST«rr«T and 5^. The 
Srutis distinguish sr^TR as if it were 3^ and vice versa; now, 
the Sutrakara seems to say, there is no rule by which we 
can with certainty make out the attributes of and those 

of 3^. ‘ ’ means ‘ that ’ about which was taught in 

the preceding two Sutras ( 40 and 41 ). 

I 

It is certain that the Srutis teach and 3^551 two 

aspects of Brahman. The Sruti itself uses two “ names ” 
( Bra. Su. III. 3, 10) and, therefore, there is no doubt regarding 
this part of the Sruti’s teaching ( Cf. Bra. Sutra III. 2. 27, 
III. 3. 8 ). But, then, the Srutis characterise srtnq' and 3^ 
with the attributes of 3;5«r and respectively; so, it is not 

possible to decide exactly which are the attributes of 
and 3^. 

25. In place of Sankara’s reading “ ” we 

suggest It is very likely that Sutra 50 refers 

to a Sutra which preceds it and mentions sJWcR3«I^i this 
is possible, if we have instead of 3Sif»Er, as the tradi- 

tional Batha reads. Mistakes of ^ having been written in place 
of or 3 for and vice verse are not uncommon in the 
various recensions of works like the Buddhacarita of ASvaghosa. 
So, we venture to suggest that the original reading in Sutra 
42 was instead of as preserved by the tradition. 

The word ‘ ’ is used in this sence by the Sutrakara also, 

e. g,, in Bra. Su. III. 3. ( sr^fsi^TT 1 ). 

« 

26. The Sutrakara has taken the standpoint that there 

is no rule to fix the attributes of and 3^3 though we 

know with certainty that the Sruti teaches siUR and 35*1 as 
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two distinct aspects of Brahman. Now, he declares the result 
of this standpoint ( ). 

27. The result of this standpoint is that there is no 

objection ( ) from the side of the Sruti to taking 

and 5^^ as two separate “ thoughts ” on Brahman. As 
the attributes, of and can be interchanged, because 

there is a similar interchange of these attributes in the Srutis 
themselves, some doctrinaires may conclude that sr«fl*T and 
are identical and not two separate aspects of Brahman ( See 
Bra. Su. III. 3. 45-50 ). The Sutrakara says that these two 
are not identical because the two are taught to be separate 
by the Sruti which mentions two separate names of Brahman 
( Bra. Su. III. 2. 27 ; III. 3. 8 ). And, it has been shown 
that sr>in»r^f^s distinguish STSnsT like and g^^^^s dis- 

tinguish g;^^ like st^R. As a result we have to admit that argR 
and g^ are two separate thoughts of the same Brahman, 
though in a STq[i?ia% there may be some attributes of g^qr 
characterising and vice versa. Thus, the absence of any 

rule to fix exactly the attributes of htstr and g^ does not 
imply that the two should be taken as identical or as only 
one and the same aspect of Brahman, but rather the 
itself shows that sjviR and g^q are two separate thoughts on 
Brahman. itself is possible if there are two aspects; 

in case there were only one aspect of Brahman, there would 
have been no possibility at all of any Each of the 

whole series of whatever attributes are there would have been 
equally the attribute of the same aspect of the same Brahman. 
But the oJTJcTfK proves that g^ and srsrR are separate 
thoughts or aspects of Brahman, So, the result of 

is that the Scripture has no objection against taking 
the and the to be separate aspects or thoughts 

of the same Brahman. This seems to us to be the sense of 

28, Sankara takes this Sutra as an independent Adhi- 
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karana dealing with the question whether 

like the one in Oha. Upa, I. 1. 1 are or whether 

they are 

‘ ’ means according to Sankara “ 

3Tr%«I Thus, Sankara 

does not take as connected with the preceding Sutra; 

which has the simple sense of ‘ fixing ’ or ‘ deciding ’ 
is interpreted by him as ‘ ’ 

and sri^^rir: is explained as ff ( q:?rii^ 

How can we take w the plural number and modify its 

sense so as to make it mean without 

any contextual reference in the Sutras to 5(:^gJT:, 
etc., etc. % ‘ ’ is also vastly changed in its sense by 

the additions of and 

We have correlated “ ” with “ cT^: ” Sankara takes 

as a for and explains it as 

i^ggfg^IrsrTcflw^gr wfg:, and quotes ‘gsrr^ frggt 

g? g ^ ( Cha^. Upa. I. l. 10 ) 

It should be noted here that in fact the above question 
is discussed by the Sutrakara in Bra. Su. IV. 1. 18. So, the 
same cannot be the topic in Bra. Su. Ill, 3. 42. 

« 

As Sankara reads arsriggs^i: tR^rq;^ and as he has 

taken g^: separate from he explains gnrfgg?«r: 

as follows : — 

“ 3T!T%«r»=^: ” is explained by Sankara as sflrfq Irg- 

qji&cr; qR^sgq^svgg 

g??riif^: gfg^nrfg^: and quotes g^gf^g-gr 

?3ra[^fgggT ggg ^ggwt gg% i ( Cha. Upa. 1. 1. lo ). 

Here Sankara interprets tR^ as Jg^R^g and as 

“ The fruit of fgiFR is separate from the g;^ ” 
( * ’SjWi;. ’ in the Sutra ). And what is that 1 
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Sankara says, 3rsif^a[?^ is the and explains 3Tsr%?[f«i: as 
By Sankara seems to mean ^ 33 % 

because he has explained as cTc^Jgfe and 

Thus, Sankara has to make several additions 
and modifications in the simple meanings of 
and because in his days the tradition about the reference 
to the preceding Sutras by in the Sutra ( III. 3. 42 ) was 
lost and also because he had here a wrong reading “ ” 

instead of of the Sutra is taken by Sankara as 

referring to riTiTT in “ ^ 

I ( Cha. Upa. I. 1 . 10 ). He says, g-si srivrr 

=5r cr^rcarrtr^rsr^rtfnflfiii- 
3T*3T^. Here Sankara seems to give a 
slightly different sense to the word than the one given 

by him already. According to this explanation is to be 

interpreted as 
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Sutras in. 3» 43-54 

( «« ) ’J5R^?qj I 

( «H ) q?R^<iirt^qTrtq;qT I 

( I 

( ) m^ 3 1 

( I 

( ^ mi \ 

( Ho ) sr^qy^ril^^qj qfTR^«iqrqq|g5q I 
( HO ^TqFqT^’^q^o^4^55r^f| i 

( ) q^or =q ^ss[i?q ^^^?qi*fq3q?wt I 
A\\ ) sTTR^: ^rm^i 

( H\? ) 5^i^^q555g^Tq«mq5qiqi iq^fs^rqgt, i 



TRANSLATION 


[The Pumsa is to be meditated upon as the Self 
of the meditator, ] exactly as is done, in the case of the 
Pradhana. This has been already referred to. 43 

That [pradhana aspect of Brahman] is indeed more 
predominant [ than the purusa aspect ] because it is 
mentioned in a majority of texts. Even Ihen, the option 
already stated [ in Sutras 111. 3. 28-30, stands ]. 44 

[ Purvapaksa ]-On account of the context, the meditation 
on the Purusa may be considered as an activity of projection 
on the Pradhana, of the Purusa idea, like a mentation, 45 

and on account of the atideia [ /. e. saying that the 
Purusa is the same as the Aksaral. 46 

[ Siddhanta ]-But [ the meditation on the Purusa is ] 
nothing else but prescience { Vidya ), because of the 
definite statement, 47 

and because the Sruti shows it. 48 

And there is no irreconciliability because of the greater 
authenticity of ^ruti etc. [ than that of Perception and 
Inference. ]. 49 

And [ the Purusa ] is seen [ in ^ruti ] to possess the 
separateness of a different aspect [than the pradhana 
aspect ] on the ground of anuhandha ( peculiar usage of 
words ), etc. This has been already referred to. 50 

Despite the common characteristic [ of enjoyment of 
desired objects both in the world of the Purusa and in the 
worlds of the deities ], [ the meditation on the Purusa can ] 
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not [ be regarded as a Kriya an act like a mental pro- 
jection], because we find in the ^ruti [ that the Ptirusa is 
Vidya, not a Kriya ]; [ and for the same reason ] there 
cannot arise the contingency of the Purusa being consi- 
dered a loka ‘ a world ’ [ like the worlds of the gods ], as in 
the case of the Mrtyu [-loka]. 51 

And [ the Purusa has got j a common terminology 
with the Supreme One; but the peculiar use of words 
[ for either aspect ] should be based upon the frequency 
[ of usage ]. 52 

Some [ hold that the meditation on the Purusa is 
taught ] because the individual soul is in the body [ and 
as such he can better comprehend the purusa aspect than 
the avyakta aspect. 53 

[ Siddhanta ]-[ The soul is ] separate [ from the body ] 
because of [ the soul ] being absent when that [ body ] 
is present [ L e., the existence of a soul does not depend 
upon its encasement in a body; it has independent separate 
existence of its own]. But, it is not as it is found stated 
in the Scripture ( i. <?., the existence of the soul dose not 
depend upon its embodiment ). 54 





NOTES 

Sutra 43 

1. The traditional reading should have been 

originally because it seems to us that in this 

Sutra refers to fcTTSTcJ, in ( Bra. Su. III. 

3. 16 ), and because no satisfactory interpretation has been 
put forth for the word JifR by any commentator. 

2. In Sutra 42, the Sutrakara has established that the 

Scripture has no objection to taking the as a thought or 
aspect of Brahman separate from sr^R the aspect of 

Brahman. In this Sutra, he proceeds to explain to us how 
the aspect should be meditated upon. According to him 
the 5^ aspect should be meditated upon exactly in the way 
in which the aspect is meditated upon ( ). 

3. In Sutra III. 3. 16, ( | ) 

the Sutrakara has stated that the Pradhana aspect of Brahman 
is to be meditated upon as being taken to be the self of the 
meditator just as the other aspect ( i, c., the 5^^ aspect ), on 
account of the subsequent sentence. ’’ Thus, by putting 

( “just as the other” or the aspect), the Sutrakara has 
already said that the 5^ is also to be meditated upon as the 
self of the meditator. in this Sutra ( 43 ) seems to us 

to be a reference to in that Sutra ( 16 ). 

4. According to Sankara the Sutra discusses whether 

and srior in B?. Upa. I. 5. 21 and in Cha. Upa. IV. 8. 1 are 

to be approached ( i, e., meditated upon ) as separate or identical. 

It must be said that not one of the words of the Sutra 
gives any indication for referring to By. Upa. I. 5. 21 or OhJ. 
Upa. IV. 3. 1. 
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Sankara takes the whole conclusion or the rejoinder to 
the doubt of the as implied, vte., 

I 1 1 The Sutra contains no word to 

justify this conclusion. 

‘ which is Sankara’s reading is explained by him 

to mean ^^iarr ^g?fig;?PtF^Icar^R^«rTf# ¥mw I Sankara 

then refers ErJft»T to a ritual in ?fl, but there also 

the word sr^R itself is not mentioned in any Sruti. 

is taken by Sankara as referring to 
of Jai. Su. viz., to the Sutra “ 5nwf m I. 

Thus, according to Sankara, does not refer to si^Jr or 

any thing about 5 but it refers to which Sankara 

takes as understood in the Sutra^ 

Sutra 44 

1. ‘ ?T^ ^ in this Sutra refers to in the preceding 

Sutra ( 43 ). Therefore, ‘ cT^’ means the Brahman. 

2. gff^ The aspect is “ more powerful ” or 

more authentic than the aspect, or agR is more authentic 

than the 

3. This gives the ^[5 why the aspect 

is “ more powerful It is more authentic because it has a 
majority of the Sruti texts in its favour. The Srutis dealing 
with the Brahman are far more in number than those 

dealing with the To any reader of the Upanisads 

used by the Sutrakara this is self-evident and need not be 
borne out by counting the number of Srutis dealing with the 
sr«nq and the aspects. 

4. g^qf^qi^q: — We suggest the transference of “ g||- 
fqq5«q: ” from Sutra 45 to Sfitra 44. In our opinion the last word 

in Sutra 44 keeps it inconclusive, and this incompletion 
is removed if we can transfer g^i^qi^q: fronr the following 
Shtra to this Sutra ( 44 ). The transference of to 
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Sutra 44 does not create a break in the sense of Sutra 45, 
but rather facilitates the interpretation of that Sutra, thus 
showing that the word ( ) originally belonged to the 
preceding Sutra ( 44 ), This will be evident from the following 
interpretation of these Sutras. 

5. ^ ’ seems to us to refer to the option given 

in “ Sutra 28. There an option is 

given by the Stitrakara to a seeker to choose for meditation 
any one of the two aspects of Brahman according to his desire. 

6 . — In Sutra 44 the Sutrakara says that 

the STsn«I is more authentic than the because the is 
dealt with in a majority of Vedantm. This would raise a question 
whether the 5 ^ who is less authentic can be at all an object 
of in the same sense and with the same result as the 

of the If not, the option given in Sutra 28 falls to 

the ground, and should be now withdrawn by the Sutrakara, 
That which is less powerful should give a result of less 
value than that which is more powerful. 

In reply to such a doubt the Sutrakara says “ 

“ Even then, the option already stated in Sutra 
28 holds good. ” In Sutra 45 and those which follow it the 
Sutrakara gives the reasons why he sticks to the he 

has already given. 

t 

One of the main reasons is that though fewer Srutis deal 
with the 2 ^^ than those dealing with the the fact that the 

Sruri teaches the is itself sufficient for the Sutrakara to stick 
to the The greater authenticity or of arsn^T 

lies in its beingf mentioned in more Srutis than those men- 
tioning the 5 ^^. This would not mar the authenticity of the 
meditation on the because as being part of the Scripture all 
Srutis are equally important, and so the are as 

important as the srqiqffes. 

7. Acsording to Sankara the Sutra deals with a question 
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arising out of the 3lf»»fs mentioned in the 

irtfrar of the belonging to the Yajurveda, viz., 

whether these and other fires are subsidiary to the 

rite or are independent thereof being of the nature of pure flmi. 

It is apparent that not a single word in the Sutra 
suggests a reference to the long quotation from 

given by Saiikara. Moreover, the word in the 

quotation ( ) seems to us to be a clear 
evidence that these fires are not but they are 

There is no valid reason for any doubt arising 
out of that text. Moreover, the topic has nothing to do with 
the inquiry of the Siitrakara. 

Sankara takes ‘ ’ as “ 

j Thus, he takes ‘ ’ 

as giving one sentence and as another sentence. 

But we have shown above that is the why 

is “ more powerful ” ( ). Having separated 

from Saiikara has to take ?5rT?I53^ [ 

as understood. 

Saiikara interprets as the fact that there are 

many indicatory words in the griiT'JT showing that the 

fires in question are and not This kind of 

would rather prove that there is no reason for a 
doubt regarding the nature of the fires. In our opinion 
means that a majority of texts describes the while fewer texts 
deal with the Sankara does not quote arey sentence from 

stating that the fires are his reason for 

their being doubted to be is that they are in a context 

dealing with rites ( STW ). requires 

that there are at least a few sentences describing the fires as 
but such is not the case at ail. 

We have already noticed above that Sankara separates 
“ from “ So, he interprets “ 5rflc 
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’’ independently, by saying cT^ sr^^TOTt^ 

Thus, Sankara does not take ‘ cT^ ’ as referring to ararR in the 
preceding Sutra, but he explains it as referring to in 

and a[^ar; does not mean “more powerful than [that which 
is other than arsTR viz.^ ] the ’’ but according to Saiikara, 
it is sr^orr^ 5 so, Sankara interprets sfst’ST; as 

meaning, “ That is more powerful than a^^Tir This word 
is suggested to Sankara by the word feff which itself 
seems to us to have been misunderstood by Sankara, 

‘ ’ in the Sutra is interpreted by Sankara as “ cff ftf 

He seems to take as understood 

from the preceding Sutra, But to us it appears that 
does not mean “ even that ”, but it means “ even then ”, as 
it does in Bra, Su. III. 3. 8 . Moreover, how can we take 
as understood in Sutra 44 ? In the preceding Sutra we 
have which refers to the Brahmasutra itself, as we have 

shown ; so, even in that Sutra does not help us to take 

understood in this Sutra. 

Sutra 45 

8 . We have transferred from this Sutra to the 

preceding Sutra. So, according to our opinion Sutra 45 reads 
as follows 

9. As 5 in Sutra 47 shows, Sutras 45 and 46 give 
two objections to the statement in Sutra 44. Sankara also 
understands these two Sutras ( 45, 46 ) similarly. Thus, in our 
view Sutras 45-46 contain objections against the 
upheld in Sutra 44. 

10 . In Sutra 44 the Sutrakara says that si^iR is men- 
tioned in more texts than and is, therefore, “ more 

powerful. ” This may be interpreted by an opponent to mean 
that g^ is no independent aspect of Brahman. Expecting 
this objection, the Sutrakara further says that “ Even then. 


a s 
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the option he has already stated in Bra. Su. III. 3. 28 stands 
as it is. To this the objector says that on account of the 
context ( ) the meditation on as 535^' would be 

an act like a mental projection. 

11. — To us it appears that in this Sutra, 

in Sutra 46, in Sutra 47 and in 

Sutra 48 all of them refer to various sentences of the 
Mundaka TJpanisad. 

refers to the fact that Mu. Upa, I. 1 starts to 
teach So, Mu. Upa. as a whole should be taken as a 

dissertation on The context shows that the mention of 

55517 in the Upanisad ( e. (/., Mu. Upa. U. 1. 2, III. 1. 2, III. 
3. 1 ) is not the chief teaching of the Upanisad, it being a 
dissertation on The mention of in Mu. Upa, II. 

1. 1 and in Mu. Upa. II. 2. 2 would be a proof to show that 5^ 
mentioned in a passage ( Mu. Upa. II. 1. 2 ) intervening 
these two passages is meant to be a an act like the 

mental acts in sacrifices. In other words, is to be thought 
of mentally as this being one of the ways of meditating 

on This would mean that 555^ is not an independent 

aspect of Brahman, but it is an aspect of 37^?: or the 
Brahman. The Brahman should be taken as the only 

aspect of Brahman because a majority of texts mention it. 

Thus, the says that the meditation on is an 

act ( but not ) like a mental act, on account of 

the context. 

Sutra 46 

12. — This is another fg for the 

“ ??rTf^?rr The first was is 

the second The wishes to prove that the meditation 

on 55517 is a %5g|T, not 5 and this is proved by 

To us it appears that this Sutra ( 46 ) refers to “ 

cTi cfterti anr^srrn” ( Mu. Upa. I. 2 . 13 ). 
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This is an of the mentioned in Mu. TJpa. 1. 1. 

5-6. By ST^^r, the is said to be itself, in “ 

%S[ ”, “ he knew to be ” So, is not different 
from sr^. Therefore, the meditation on is only a ^qr, 
a mental act performed on st^^. Therefore, the of 

the Sutrakara does not stand because it is against the contest 
( aqj^or ) and against the 3n^?[r. 

13. feankara reads ^^fqWvcqt as a part of Sutra 45 and 
takes “ as one sentence and explains it 

as “ sr^?:aiiTrf5qq fqqj«qra%qtq%5Tt 

?qcr?q; Thus, he explains sr^arjg[^ as srq;?:aiig;^ 

and ’^fqq;«q; as ^jqfqqq: srq fqq;^:. He explains as 
f^JTq srf^. How can we explain as 

3Tq fq^qq; ? In fact, there is no fq^q in the text quoted by 
Sankara. In that ®rf?i^^qsn^nr, there is no mention of %qTqq 
sifjq preceding this qqVqq sif’q ; Sankara does not quote any 
such passage. Can there be a precedence of f^qiqq grra over 
JTqlqq as suggested by Sankara’s interpretation of ^ as 
f^qmq 3?^ 1 Moreover, we do not see any way by which 
the fqq;«q or fq^^fq^^qq^ of a thing be interpreted to mean 
that the thing about which a fq^5q is given is not an 
independent thing. Rather the fqq;«q proves that the things about 
which an option is mentioned are independent of each other. 

Sankara takes with ij^fqq^q;, not with 

As already stated, Sankara makes a vast difference in the sense 
of by adding to it ‘ f^qwqsEq ®r?r! Moreover, 

this interpretation of is in conflict with Sankara’s 

explanation of q^q; ( = qqrraiig^ q^q; ) ; and in order to 

solve the inconsistency, Saiikara himself gives some arguments. 
None of these, however, are given by the Sutrakara in the 
Sutra ( 45 ). This shows that Sankara’s explanations of q^ftqs 
and are neither of them in accordance with the 

Sutrakara’s own view. 

Sankara takes with q^^fir^5qj and again with 



196 


Interpretation 


So, lie explains as “ 

sr^5C<iri?3; Thus, he explains as ;Egt. 

?7R?r^?^ is explained as the mental acts of JTfOT, 3n^l^*Tj 

3?ri^, 'jqi;!?! and 

14 Sankara explains sif^^s^r by quoting a text in which 
“ each of 36000 fires is said to be as big as the actual 
ritual fire ”, 

It should be stated that the mentioned here is as 

regards the size of each fire and the ritual fire; and, 

therefore, it seems to us that the would not quote this 

sentence to prove that the fires are also the ritual 

fires, emjfcr is there between the two, as Sankara says ; but 
it is the of size, and not of It is rather likely 

that the 'JWW quotes such a text as mentioned two things or 
principles in which there is a real of essence and which 

are by an really identified wholly with each other. 

We believe, it is so because the Sutrakara does not deny the 
stated by the opponent. I( is Sankara who seeks to 
Jind out in the Sutras a refutation of the so he says 

that siiff in ( Sutra 50 ) is meant to refute the 

argument of the But it seems to us that the 

Sutrakara does not leave it to his commentators to give the 
refutation of the valid arguments of his opponents. The same 
should be said regarding Sankara’s attempt to find a refutation 
of in Sutra 45, ( which he thinks to be a 

argument ) also included in 3Ttf^ of Sutra 50. 

Sutra 47 

15. “g’’ in the Sutra (47) shows that the Sutrakara 

rejects the given in Sutras 45-46. 

16. — The argued that on account of 

( Sutra 45 ) and ( Sutra 46 ), the meditation on 5 ^ 

was an act like the mental acts in sacrifices ; thus, the 
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denied that the meditation on 5 ^^ was or at all. 

As already explained above, according to the the meditation 
on was an act of meditation on as on account 

of or Sl«n!T being “ more powerful ” than To this 

the Sutrakara replies in Sutras 47 and 48. To ’ 

he replies “ ”» The meditation on is not a mental act 

performed on si«n5T, hut it is itself ( f^?iT ). It is 

sTirBrar itself. 

17. — This is one reason why the meditation 
on g^^ as identical with one’s Self is really fgirr. The 
Sutrakara refers to a Sruti in which the meditation on 

is definitely said to be To us it seems that the Sutrakara 

without rejecting the sr^?;<ii and arguments of the 

points out to the latter that the very Sruti which mentions the 
also determines that the meditation on is 
In Mu. Upa. I. 2 . 13 we read g^ cTT 

Here the knowledge of the g^er or as 

g^ is said to be 

The meditation on or the aspect as gTRf^, 

3TR?fJI?T, STi^^r, Shor, is a fe?TT, By performing that 

one knows But the meditation on ST^qsRi;^ or 

as g^ as the thinks the teaching of Mu. Upa. I. 2 . 

13 to be, is not here said to (only) a {^?n, but it is definitely 
said to be fq?iT. The itself says that the knowledge 

of ®r^ or as is sliffqUT. “ That is by which 

one knows to be g^, or 3?^^ as g^q ”. here means 

and therefore the knowledge of as g^q is 
It is the real )• 

18. Saiikara interprets this Sutra ( 47 ) to mean that the 

are he wanted a plural number and 

as f^i^n in the Sutra is singular, he changes it to 

By he refers to “ ^ ^ ” and 

“ tier ” Both of these passages 

occur in the STTiFitt. 
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SQtra 48 

19. This Sutra gives one more reason why the meditation 

on the aspect of Brahman is or always 

implies a reference to a Sruti and here it refers most probably 
to a Sruti in which the meditation on or is said to 

be such as Mu. Upa. III. 2. 10 in which the teaching of 

mentioned in Mu. Upa. III. 2. 8 is said to be 
^«TI5a' is an argument to prove that the knowledge or 
realization of is 

20. According to Sankara, proves that the 

are not a part of and by no 

new argument is intended by the Sutrakara, but he simply 
refers once again to what he himself has said under Sutra 
III, 3. 44 in this very connection. To us it seems that just as 
the gr in Sutra 46 sums up the two arguments of ( snRtOfRi;, 

and ), similarly the ?r in Sutra 4 8 sums up the two 

arguments of the Siddhantin ( and ) to prove 

that the knowledge of is also fgur. The fact that 

Sankara refers by to the Sutrakara’s own words in Bra. 

Su. III. 3. 44 shows the weakness of his interpretation, 
in the Sutras always refers to a Sruti statement. 

Sutra 49 

21. In Sutras 47-48 the Sutrakara has established that 
the meditation on 5^ is also gr^fsRTT. He seems to give 
some more reasons leading to the same conclusion in Sutra 49 
and those that follow it. 

It is claimed by the Sutrakara that both sr«rR and 5^ 
are Now, is and is How 

can such mutually contradictory forms belong to one and the 
same principle viz., Brahman ? And, since si«n*r or is 

proved to be “ more powerful ” ( Sutra 43 ), the ^qq^ aspect 
though taught by the Sruti to be sr^fqgi as proved by the 
Shtrakara in Sutras 47-48, should be regarded as contradicted 
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by the aspect. The is in disagreement with 

the 3T?s;qq^ which is “ more powerful ”. Therefore, the 
should be kept up and the ’^qq?^ being contradictory with the 
ST^Sqq?!. should be rejected ( ). 

22. To this the Sutrakara replies that though fewer 

Srutis and Smj-tis describe 5^, is valid and is not con- 
tradicted by qqrtq, because the few texts which describe jqq are 
the texts of and which are more cogent proofs 

than iTrq^ and sigjTR. It is according to and sigqnq 

that the 3T^qqg(^ and the ^q q g;^ aspects seem to be mutually 
contradictory and therefore the ; g; q q^ would be inconsistent 
with Brahman. But and are far more authentic as 
revelatory than and of the world. So, there is no 

contradiction in taking or aspect to be an aspect 

of Brahman which is itself 3iq;qqg[^. 

23. By we take because is mentioned 

expressly. If we take and to be the grounds 

of the Sutrakara on which he asserts that there is no con- 
tradiction in holding q:qqra[^ to be an aspect of Brahman, 
just as srqiq the q^qqq;^ one, we find that the Sutrakara 

justifies his position here exactly in the way in which he does 
so often in the Sutras. Thus, he also elsewhere in the Bra. 
Su. meets an opponent’s argument based upon Perception and 
Inference by having recourse to the word of Sruti ( 

qj— II. 1. 26 is refuted by 

II. 1. 27 ). 

24; Sankara takes to refer to in »^feffqiqFqqqR?:ur- 
5a?Tqiq qt^q^qn^sr^fci^ ( Ir. ) and 

by he refers to only and q(q:q and not to all 

the six topics mentioned in the Sutra of Jaimini. He could not 
refer to srqjscut etc., because he had stated under Sutras 44-45, 
that fir# ^^^5- Otherwise, if ^rqrf^ were to refer to 

Jai. Su. III. 3. 13, it should refer to all the six topics of proof 
mentioned in that Sutra. In this latter case would be 
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more powerful ” than srfq^ and 3 T 51 TR as we have above 
proposed to interpret these words. 

Sankara interprets as “ 

sr^^iorrcj; ” and adds that in the ^f?r under discussion 

prove that 3T?t?T: are not 

connected with %=!TT. 

Then, he explains and from the ^ruti 

passage. These texts pressed into service are the same as 
have been quoted as the arguments under Sutra 47. 

And the argument that fsff is “ stronger ” than was 

Sankara’s interpretation of in Sutra 44. So, we are 

justified in saying that at least partly Sankara repeats the 
same interpretation in the case of Sutras 44, 47 and 49 and 
also Sutra 48, see above Note 20 ). The Sutra style does not 
justify the attribution of the reiteration of the same arguments 
in different expressions to the Sutrakara. 

?T 5n«i; means according to S'aiikara, 

Sutra 50 

25. ^ 1 : implies Therefore, the Sutra refers to 

“ 5^q: 5nT?cr^:^?TTFqqi^^J “ 5^q has been found to possess 
( to be interpreted as a possessive termination ) the sepa- 
rateness or dififerentiation ( from qqtq ) of being another thought 
( on Brahman ) than the qqR which is the predominant 
thought on Brahman ”. qqR or srq^qqq;^ is the salient feature of 
Brahman ( Bra. Su. III. 2. 14 ). As gqq is s^qq^, He is 
another (subsidiary) thought on Brahman, ^qq differs from qqt^ 
because both of them are different q^is or thoughts on Brahman. 

;|qq is not a thought on q^fq, but both of them are 
different thoughts on Brahman itself. Therefore, both of them 
are ^urs. 

26. The Sutrakara says that the gqq is seen ( in the 
preceding portion of the Brahmasutras ) to be srfFq^i^qg'qqrst on 
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account of and other grounds ( ). The 

well-known of g 5 [i??r are fsT^^r, arBRnRsi 

and But this idea of is later than the 

Sutrakara. The Sutrakara seems to mean by srgSTrSi the 
application of names or words as names to either of the two 
aspects of Brahman (See Bra. Su. III. 3. 52 ). 

“ €1! ” iu the Sutra probably refers to what has been 
noticed in the following statements in Bra. Su. III. 3 : — 

( a ) The difference of i^ins of Brahman was emphasised 
in Sutra 8 , where it was accepted by the Sutrakara that there 
were different ^ITTS of Brahman, but that the difference did 
not bar the proposed by the Sutrakara in Sutra 5. 

The difference between the two names of Brahman was like 
that between the two names of a serpent viz., srfg; and 
( Bra. Su. III. 2. 27 ). This shows that is a different 
thought on Brahman, just as arsiT*T. 

( 6 ) In Sutra 10, the Sutrakara admitted that everything 
was identical, but the two names ( f ) were different. 
So, they were two aspects or thoughts of the same Brahman, 
which could not be identified in any case. 

( c ) In Sutra 16 and in Sutra 43, it is stated that the 
meditation on ST^iTfr and is to be performed by conceiving 
both of them as the Self of the meditator. Thus, the method 
of meditation on both is the same. This shows that 5 ^q is 
a different aspect of Brahman like 

( ) In Sutra 18 the Sutrakara states that the result of 
the meditation on q«rR is mentioned in the Sruti laying 
down the process of meditation ( By. Upa. I. 4. 10 ) and, 
therefore, it is the resulting from the act of meditation. 
In Sutra 19 he says that the same is to be taken as under- 
stood in a similar text i. e., in the Vedantas of 5 ^, because 
both q^TR and ^^q being the aspects of the same Brahman 

96 
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were not different. This shows that the result of the 
was the same as that of the 

( e ) In Sutras 28-30, the Sutrakara says that a seeker 
may meditate on any of the two aspects of Brahman, srsnq' 
and because both are not opposed to each other and that 

irw or jftg' would be achieved by following either of the two 
( Sutra 29 ). This also shows that the Purusa is a different 
though not contradictory aspect of Brahman, the other aspect 
being the or ars^Irf; aspect, 

(/) Sutras 34, 35,36 state that the meditation on sr^nfT 
and is to be carried out in the human heart. This also 
places on an equal status as 

{g ) In Sutras 37-42, the Sutrakara said that there was 
an interchange of the attributes or the thoughts of sr5Sll»l and 

because the Srutis themselves characterised sr^iUrr like 5 ^ 
and vice versa ; thus, an option of attributes was also given 
( Sutras 38-39 ). Such an option would only mean that 
is “ another aspect ” and so far different from the 

"aspect of Brahman. 

Thus, on the grounds of ( ) the application of words 

( a and h ), the method of meditation ( c ), the result of 
meditation (d), the attainment of liberation ( e ) and the inter- 
change of attributes occuring in the Sruti { g ), the Sutrakara 
has shown that is different from jtstH just as one aspect 
of a principle is different from another aspect of the same. 
The two are different thoughts on the same principle viz., 
Brahman ( sri’l5cr?:g;«rqi:t^ ). 

27. This refers to a statement in which is 

said to be a different thought on Brahman from ar?iR ( Jjf Pcf^- 
“ one having the difference of another thought ” ). 
It seems to us, as we have already suggested, that the reference 
is to which must have been the original reading 

in place of in Sutra 42. In that Sutra we have 
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been told that it is not possible to state definitely what the 
attributes of each of srgfR and 5 ^ are ; and that the result 
of this standpoint is that there is no objection from the Sruti 
to taking as a dififerent thought ( ^ in place of ff ) 
from sr^pT. This amounts to the acceptance of as an 
aspect of Brahman separate from sr^R. Therefore, in 

Sutra 50 is a reference to what is stated in Sutra 42. 

The identity of the statement in Sutras 42 and 50, if 
correct, also justifies our suggestion to change in 

Sutra 42 to 

28. According to Sankara this Sutra gives one more 
argument for the indeperidence of Tr»lf^T^! by rejecting 
the sifT^. “ ” means according to Sankara the fact 

that the Sruti connects ( ) various parts of activity 

( with the functions of the mind etc., and this 

connection ( ) results in therefore, the flsRg^T^s 

are not physical but only mental. 

By in Sankara refers to what the Sutrakara 

would have said against the arguments of si^;^ and 

( Sutras III. 3. 45-46 ). To us it appears that without 
saying that these two arguments of the are wrong, the 

Sutrakara gives independent arguments to prove that his case 
is correct. ( See Sutras 47, 48 which serve in a way as 
refutations of Sutras 45-46. See Note 14 su^ra ). 

Sankara takes jnn as or and ar^TJrrafor as the 

and other which are stirrs or other than 

” means independent of and 

of other R^ns. He takes in the sense of Thus 

means, according to Sankara, “ just as 
and other ^fiis are different from ^Ir^s and other ” 

[ so are different from e., they are 

i%^RS ]. So, according to Sankara would 

mean “ like the independence of and other (%urs. 
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Sankara could not construe satisfactorily with his 

explanation of STfn and ST^fcT?:, so, he seems to take 
as “ 

Having taken cig[^ in the sense of ( and not as a 

possessive termination as we have done ) Sankara separates 
and He could not connect ( sing., 

form ) with ( plu. form ), so, he takes “ 

" as the of ’Si: in the Sutra. In our opinion 

by its singular number and masculine gender refers to 
■ who is another thought on Brahman in the Sutras. And we 
have to connect with ^'s:. Lastly, is, 

according to Sankara, a reference to Jai. Su. XI. 4. 7. 

Sutra 51 

29. This Sutra like Sutras 47-50 appears to us to be an 
argument to prove that is fgctT, not a 

The ( in Sutras 45-46 ) tries to establish that the 

meditation on is a fqjinf an act like a mental act and 

gives two %5s for this viz., ( 1 ) srqj^uit^ and ( 2 ) 

The Stitrakara seems to think that the might also give 

one more viz., (1) to prove its conclusion, and, 

therefore, he says 

From the word “stqsiqf^” in this Sutra, we can get an idea 
of the meant by the Sutrakara. The ^rutis say that one 

who knows Brahman enjoys all objects of desires in company 
of Brahman. 'Qfi; sTfPJTI fqqf^cTI I ( Tai. Upa. 

II. 1 ). d ^ 

{ Mu. Upa. III. 10 ). ^ ?r3r qi% ^wunir; 

etc. etc. ( Cha. Upa. VIII. 12. 3 ). The 
Sutrakara himself mentions this or in Bra. Su. 

IV. 4. 21 ( ^rtrwrsr^lTq'f^lSTgt. ). A similar enjoyment of 

desired objects in the worlds of 

^^s, "^crs, li:^q%, srsnqf^ or other worlds is 
also taught in the Scriptures ( e. g. Tai. Upa. II. 8. See also 
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Cha. tJpa. VII, 4-12 ) as a result of action, physical or 
mental, as in Cha. TJpa. VII. 4-12, The opponent may 
argue that on account of this ‘ common characteristic 

of enjoyment of desired objects the meditation on 5^ is a 
like a mental projection, on the Brahman ( 

fell JTR^g^l-Sutra 45 ). 

30, srfxi — The has already given two arguments 

and The Sutrakara now says that the 

may give a third argument also viz., that of 

31. 5T — The Sutrakara says that even on the ground of 
the common characteristic the meditation on cannot be a 
ferr, a mental act. 

82. — The Sutrakara gives the reason why the 

meditation on 5^ is fggrt ( g Sutra 47 ). Because 
we find in the Sruti that 5^ is He has already 

shown that in the Sruti the knowledge of 5^ is definitely 
said to be ( Sutras 47-48 ). Just as he does not deny 

the other two %^s ( ST^v^on^, ) of the so also 

he does not deny the third viz.^ the 53TJTr?tT. The sewifST 
or the common characteristic is a fact; yet is fqgt i, e. 

because we find that the Sruti says so. in the 

Sutra seems to mean “ what we find in the Sruti ” ( Cf. 
in Bra. Su. II. 1. 36, also qq^sfe in Bra. Su. III. 3. 54 ). 

33. % 5^?RTqfe; — The Sutrakara has above denied 

that the meditation on was a ; now he denies that qqq 
is a ^tqr like the various ^qis or worlds of gods, f^s, 

The ^q^’s argument and the reply of the Siddhantin are 
the same in as in and 

therefore we cret a Sutra like Sutra 51. 

O 

It may be argued by the ^q^ that q^gq or the attainment 
of is like that of a world because in both the cases, 
there is a common characteristic viz., enjoyment of desired 
objects. Thus, the ^q is liable to the fault of being a world 
( ) on account of the ^fWTWT. 
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The Sutrakara’s reply is that the 555*7 is not a loka 
because the knowledge of 555^ is found in the Sruti to be the 
knowledge of Brahman ( - Sutra 47, Mu. Upa. I. 2. 13 ) j 

so is Brahman, not a world. The Sutrakara does not 
deny the 5riJ7F^, but he denies that 5^ is a 

34. 55^^^ — The interpretation of this word is somewhat 
difficult. But this much is certain that the Sutrakara here 
asserts that Brahman or rather Purusa is not a loka, just as 
it is not Death though there is ^nfiTTf^T between Purusa and a 

and also between 5^*7 and 35?^. The fact that Purusa is 
not inspite, of a common characteristic between the two 
is given as an illustration to prove that 5^*7 is not a 
though there is 55n??i?3i between the two. If this be the way 
in which the example of Death ( ) should be explained, 
then it is likely that the Sutrakara here refers to Katha Upa. 
I. 2. vk. sTfT ^ 37grcr srVsffT; 1 ^ ?;c«n 

W- II In Br. Su, I. 2. 9 ( 3TTrr *5n:i^?:3Ti:aT|^ ) it is proved 
that this great Eater is the Supreme Being. Brahman is an 
Eater like Death, both of them devour the world, is the 
common characteristic of the two ; but even on account of this 
Brahman does not become Mrtyu (Death). Similarly, 
though those who attain 515^ enjoy objects of desire just as 
those who attain certain worlds, 55^ does not in the least 
become a on the ground of a common characteristic 

with a 

I 

35. Sankara has refuted the two arguments of 

st^*i:ong( and ( Sutras 45-46 ) by interpreting in 

( Sutra 50 ) in his own way. It is very strange that 
the Sutrakara would not refute the arguments of the 
stated in Sutras 45-46 immediately after they have been given 
e. g,, in Sutras 47-49 ; and even in Sutra 50 there is no 
distinct refutation of the arguments of the opponent. The 
<|^tr^’s illustration of ( the fact that 

5^!T, ^Tf7:Dr, and of are mental acts and are 
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yet ) which occurs in Sutra 45 is according to Sankara 

refuted in Sutra 51. 

“ ” is thus, according to Sankara, 

“ the fact that 5!T?t?i: and the action of 5n:or, ari^r^ 

etc., of are hoth mental ”, Jn*T^5Tf is common to both; so, 

“ *? ®rfq ” means “ Even on account of the common 

characteristic of being mental ( and not physical ), 

311^; cannot be 

“ means, according to Sankara, “ 'g;qf%5cq: §‘rqri^- 

^q^yqw^c^q^s^s”. Sankara thus refers by to 

the arguments given in Sutra 44, 47-50. The important 
argument of the Siddhantin against the tj^q^’s argument of 
is according to Sankara that there is tq^q also, and 
this is not given in Sutra 51 but it is given in his bhasya 
by Sankara. 

— Saiikara takes this as a reference to Bf. XJpa. 
TTT, 2. 10 where qfir is said to be Wcg and to another passage 
where snf^cqq^q is said to be ; and he says that though the 

word is commonly applied to srfiq and STif^q^q, the two 
are not the same. It should be said that this illustration does 
not form an exact illustration for exnlaininsf even Sankara’s 
(the point to be illustrated). According to Sankara, the 
3#q^ argued that qjqq: are ttr^ and are yet %qT^q, 

just as qfOT, i;q?r, aiTtp:or etc., of ^JT on the tenth 

day of the Sacridee which are are yet f^qrtrq. 

siRq: and fqjqis are and are yet 

They are not called “ Only the jrJ^: 

STRq; are called but the »|^q^ has not argued its ease 

( in Sutra 45 ) on the ground of their being called The 

^Ttn«q is a common characteristic, not a common designation, 
even as explained by Sankara in the beginning of Sutra 61. 
Thus it seems to us that the illustration of is not 

correctly explained even so far as Sankara’s own explaination 
of Sutras 45 and 51 are concerned. 
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Moreover, from the expression “ ^ ” 

it would appear that only one illustration is meant here by 
the Sutrakara. But Sankara separates and 

and makes out two illustrations. For this reason also Sankara’s 
interpretation of is not correct. To us it seems that 

ff should be interpreted either as 

5 ^ 5 ^^ fr »r i or 

^?Tt: 7 { cr«n ^ i 

The former seems to be meant in the Sutra ( 51 ). 

Sankara, as said above, does not construe 
fk ’ as one expression, but he takes as a 

different illustration from which is also an illustration, 

both illustrations having been meant to contradict the 
illustration of So, Sankara takes 

as referring to Cha, Upa. V. 4. 1 and interprets as 

=3' ?r 3Tf?r¥nqrr<?%{ To us seems to 

be the of some principle or topic in question which would 
be liable to be interpreted as a ‘ a world And in the 

Sutra it seems to us that 5 ^ was liable to be interpreted as 
a on account of ^rtTTHriTPqj but the Sutrakara denies this 
and thereby proves that 5 ^ is 3irfq?IT, not a f^?rr 
like a mental act. 

Sutra 52 

36. tnflr^ — Two types of similarity. is the 

reading in the Nirnayasagar Edition of Sankara’s Brahmasutra- 
bhasya ( 1915 ), and if we read the bhasya we find that 
Sankara mentions two ^rtfk'S’Ts ( one which precedes and the 
other which follows ). For this reason we propose to adopt 
the reading Other editions of Sankara’s bhasya and 

other bhasyas mention the reading 

37. qkw ^ ) ??TSf?q cTTlk^'k — The Purusa has two 

types of words common with the q^jirr or q^ the chief aspect 
of Brahman. Thus, Brahman, Purusa, Atman, Aksara, Avyakta, 
etc., are all of them terms the Purusa bias in common with 
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the Pradhana. These words are of two types, those applicable 
to the aspect, viz., Aksara, Avyakta, Brahman, etc., and 

those applicable to the aspect, viz., Atman, Purusa, etc. 

This seems to us to be the sense of ^ cTtfe^^. 

If the reading is followed, the sentence would have 

the following sense : “ has a common terminology with 
or the principal aspect.” 

38. — The same terms are applied to both 

and 5^^, but the particular association ( ) of a 

term with either stsrj^ or depends upon the frequency 
) of the use of that term for either in the Upanisads. 

39. By the above argument the Sutrakara seems to 

support his view that the meditation on the is a sT^rf^h 
not a and therefore the option of choice given in Sutra 28 
stands as before ( Sutra 44-45 ). 

1 

40. Sankara interprets this Sutra as an argument for 

proving that grrqq; are not connected with 

but are 

“ q^ur ” means, according to Sankara what follows the 
text in which 3T?rq: are mentioned ; and he also 

quotes the text which precedes the text of qqflqcr: STJgq: 
( qc^cTl?!, ). ‘ ’ is thus interpreted as qtriJEarig;^ referring to 

a subsequent text. To us it seems that “ q^or ” means q^ 
affpirf, i. e., The Sutrakara often uses the word q?: in 

this sense, e. g., Bra. Su. III. 2, 5, 11,31; IV. 3.10,12; CtC^y CtO^ 

means and is not connected 

by Sankara with but with ‘ qqt^r^r ’ taken as 

understood. Thus, meaning is indicated 

by the subsequent sentence to be the aim of the word or the text ; 
and, therefore, says Sankara, qqi^qtqqssivqq; are and not 
He gives a quotation for q^C^fig; ‘ a subsequent 
text ’.'In our opinion ‘ should be taken as a 


a 7 
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single expression having the sense of “ the sameness of 
terminology or words ” i. a common terminology. 

So, according to Sankara, the Sutrakara argues that 
sentences which precede and also those which follow the text 
of associate these fires with or 

and therefore these fires which are mentioned between these 
texts should be also associated with and not with 

means, according to Sankara, “ Because a majm'ity 
of the parts of the fire are of the nature of ‘ to 

be effected by meditation ’ and is interpreted as “ srfjqJTT 

( »r ).” “ Because a majority of the 

parts of these frqfsgr^I^q': aigq: are ^Rf^cloq' in the fgarr, the 

is associated with but not because these fires are 

Is a commentator reliable in his work when he adds 
so many words to a Sutra in order to draw out from it a sense 
consistent with what he thinks to be the purpose of the Sutra ? 

Sutra 53 

41. Sutras 53-54 are very important. Sankara says that 
these have been used by Sabarasvamin and XJpavarsa ( 

42. According to Sankara, in the preceding Adhikarana 

the and other fires have been described as meant for 

man ( ), so, now the Sutrakara tells us who that man 

IS. And, the discussion about the existence of the soul as 
distinguished from the body taken up during the consideration 
of the meditations of the nature of injunction aims at showing 
that the entire Scripture is “ subsidiary ” to that soul. Again', 
the existence of the soul distinct from the body is supported 
by arguments in order to prove his ‘ fitness ’ ( ) for 

bondage and liberation. Lastly, in the begining of the first 
Fada of the first Adhyaya the Commentator ( i. e., Sankara ) 
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has stated that the soul is distinct from the body ( See the 
), but there was no Sutra given by the Sutrakara 
there, so, here he gives an express Sutra. 

Such are the arguments given by Sankara to explain the 
relevancy of these two Sutras in the context in which they 
occur ( in. 3. 53-54 ). 

To us it does not appear that Sutra 53 gives such a view 
as the Lokayatikas or Materialists are said to have held. 
Rather, it seems to us that the itself does admit that 

the soul is spiritual and can exist and did exist once as dis- 
tinct from the body. This sense is evident from the very 
wording of the Sutra ( t )• So, we do not 

think that Sutra 54 refutes any materialistic view of A.tman. 
Moreover, the topic of the individual soul is dealt with in Bra. 
Su. II. 3. 17-53, and the eternal nature ( ) of the soul 

is stated in the very first Sutra of that group, since without 
establishing the of the soul at the very start no discus- 

sion of the soul can serve any useful purpose. Again, the 
soul is said to be in the heart ( II. 3. 24 ). Moreover, it has 
been already stated twice that the soul has come into 
contact with the body ( SiprrrRflfl 

Su. IL 3. 48 and ^?TtJTT§[T ^fq-III. 2. 6 ). So, it does not 
seem to us to be necessary that the Sutrakara would be 
required to refute the materialistic view of the soul here in 
the present context. 

43. To us it seems that these two Sutras form part of 

the preceding Adhikarana and that they discuss a view about 
the “ ” “ the option of meditating on 5^ or the 

^q^aspect of Brahman,” mentioned in Sutras 44-45 and 46-52. 

44. Some hold that the option of meditation on is 
given in the Sruti because the individual soul is in the body. 
Who these ‘ some ’ are, the present author must admit, he is 
not able to point out from the Upanisads ; but this seems 
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to be a view like the one mentioned in the following verses 
of the Bhagavadgita : — 


^^iTJT^fc4 ^ f II ^ II 

^fr5?:?T5 1 

% irm ii « il 

3?s5r=gF»r i! ^ ii 


Bha. Gi. XII. 3-5. 


In these verses the meditation on the as distinguished 
from that on the 31^?: is supported by saying that the soul 
having a body can attain the goal of the Unmanifest with great 
difficulty. A contrast between and «T%: is 

suggested in the verse. It seems that some Vedantins ( ?JTi^ 
Vedantins ? ) defended the meditation on Brahman as by 
saying that the soul is in the body and, therefore, he can 
more easily understand and realize the form of Brahman 

through the 

With this view about the option of meditation on 2 ^<sr the 
Sutrakara does not agree, as will be clear from the next Sutra. 

45. It should be marked that in this Sutra the body and 
the soul are not at all said to be ‘ identical, so that there is no 
soul but the body’; but rather admitting that the two are distinct 
from each other, it is only emphasized that the soul is in 
the body. 

Sutra 54 

46. means that the soul exists without a body or 
in separation from a body. He is not always in the body. 

47. — The soul exists distinct or separate 

from the body ( ) because it does not exist ( 3T«nf^ ) 

when the body exists ( ). It is not possible to argue 
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that the soul exists ( always ) when the body exists, because 
that is not a matter of our experience. For this reason, the 
Sutrakara gives the other argument in order to show that the 
soul exists separate from the body. 

48. By establishing that the soul does exist independently 

of the body, the Sutrakara refutes the that the 

aspect of Brahman is taught in the Scripture became the soul 
being in the body cannot easily realize the unmanifest goal. 

49. ^ — The Srutis describe the soul as 

etc., which means that the soul always exists in a body. 
Thus, we find in the Scripture ( ) that the individual 

soul is never without a body till he gets liberation ( Cha. Upa. 
VIII. 12. 2 ). The Sutrakara says that the soul is not always 
in a body ( till he gets liberation ) as is found stated in the 
Sruti. There are many occasions during transmigration when 
the soul is free from the body, though he is permanently free 
from the gross body only when he gets liberation. 

‘ ’ in other Sutras means what we find stated 

in the Sruti. So, it must have the same sense here also. 
Sankara takes in the sense of perception, i. e., the 

perception of the elements and the objects made of elements 
and he explains ^ as 

qq ^ 5T Thus, he seems to make out 

two more arguments for the distinction of the Atman from the 
body from ^ . We think, ‘ ’ means what 

we find stated in the Sruti. 

50. Sankara takes this and the preceding Sutra to prove 
that the soul is not identical with the body. We believe that 
the very words of Sutra 53 are sufficient to show that the 

is not the topic here. “ The Atman is in the body ” 
already means that the soul is not identical with the body, 
though it is in the body. Sutra 54 gives the argument 
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that the soul is absent when the body is present, so, this Sutra 
also tries to show that the soul is not invariably in the body 
( ). We find that in Bra. Su. II. 3. 48 ( 

) and HI- 2. 6 ( ) the 

soul is already admitted to be not identical with the body. To 
these two Sutras we may add Bra. Su. III. 1. 1. ( 
qf^q^ ^qR^qcTt q^jR^qonvaJIH, I ). These Sutras make 
the topic of Sutra III. 3. 53-54 rather superfluous if we have 
to adopt the interpretation of Sankara. 

Moreover, ‘ STfrJiq: is only a or an argument 

and the purpose of the argument is, it seems to us, to show 
why the '^fqqi^q about the meditation on ( Sutras III. 3. 
28, 44, 45 ) is given in the Sruti. 



SE3CTION XIII 


Meditation on Brahman, based upon its Parts. 

Sutras in. 3.55-56 


( ) sTf ^ i 

( i 

TRANSLATION 

[ PURVAPAK.SA- ] But the meditation fixed on the 
limbs [ or parts of the Supreme One ] are not [ to be 
collected for the purpose of meditation ] because [ they 
should, properly speaking, be collected ] in all Branches of 
each particular Veda [ only ]. 55 


[ Siddhanta ] — Rather, there would be no objection 
[ on the part of the Sruti, to collecting them ] as in the 
case of the Mantras, etc., [ of one Veda taken into 
another Veda]. 56 





NOTES 

Sutra 55 

1. The meditation or meditations on the 3?%=^. i. e., the 

principal one viz., the Para, have been the topic of the 
preceding Sutras ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 11-54 ). Now the Sutrakara 
discusses the meditations on the STffs or limbs or parts of 
Brahman. After ‘ ’ we may add ‘ f^^ars ’ from such 

Sutras as Bra. Su. III. 8. 31 in which it is implied and Bra. 
Su. III. 3. 33 in which it is expressed. The meditations on 
the 3T%<I. or the Supreme One form one type of meditations ; 
those on the parts or STffs of Brahman form a second group 
of meditations. 

2. After ‘ft’ we may add ‘ ’ from Sutra 5. 

The latter taught that a collection of thoughts or meditations 
on the or Brahman should be made from all the Branches 

of all the Vedas ( i. e., from all the accepted Upanisads ). 
Here ( in Sutra 55 ) we are told that no collection is to be 
made in the case of the meditations on the parts of Brahman. 
We can also take as understood ( in Sutra 55 ) from 

Sutra 60. 

3. The meditation on Brahman is taught in all the 
Branches of all the Vedas; so the meditations or thoughts on 
Brahman proper are to be collected from all the Upanisads 
as has been done in Bra. Su. I. 1-3. But the meditations 
on parts of Brahman are meant for ( all ) the Branches 
of each particular Veda only, and so the thoughts on the 
parts of Brahman are not to be collected from all the Branches 
of all the Vedas, but they should, properly speaking, be 
collected by the followers of the Branches of one particular 
Veda only. To explain the same, the meditation on Brahman 
as Vaisvanara is a meditation on Brahman; and the meditation 
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on Brahman ( under some thought or other ) is taught in all 
the Branches of all the Vedas; therefore, the meditation on 
Brahman as Vaisvanara is to be collected by the followers of 
all the Vedas. But the meditations on the parts of Vaisvanara 
are taught only in the Cha. Upa. i. e., only in one Sakha of the 
Samaveda. So, these are not to be collected by the followers 
of the other Vedas. They should, however, be collected by 
the followers of the other Branches of the Samaveda. This 
seems to be the sense of “ fi; ”. The 

and Branches of the Yajurveda should mutually collect 

the meditations on the ar^s of Brahman from each other, but 
the followers of the other Vedas need not collect the 
from them. 


The following is a list of all the Eleven Upanisads 
referred to in the Brahmastitra together with the names of the 
Sakhas and the V eda : — 


1. 

Isopanisad Vajasaneyisakha 

Sukla Yajurveda 

(4) 

2. 

Kenopanisad Talavakarasakha 

Samaveda 

(2) 

3. 

Kathopanisad 

Krsna Yajurveda 


4. 

Prasnopanisad 

Atharvaveda 

(3) 

5. 

Mundakopanisad 

Atharvaveda 


6. 

Mandukyopanisad 

Atharvaveda 


7. 

Taittiriyopanisad 

Krsna Yajurveda 


8. 

Aitareyopanisad 

Bgveda 

(2) 

9. 

Chandogyopanis ad 

Samaveda 


10. 

Brhadaranyakopani sad 

Sukla Yajurveda. 


11. 

Kausitakibrahmanopanisad 

Egveda. 



( See Winternitz; Vol. I, PP. 235-237. ) Winternitz adds 
Sve. Upa. (Yajurveda), Maha Narayana Upa. (Yajurveda) 
and Maitrayani Upa. ( Yajurveda ) to these eleven and says 
that at any rate only these fourteen may be regarded as useful 
for the history of the ancient Indian Philosophy ( preceding 
the Buddhistic Period ). 
ss 
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4. Should we interpret ‘ ^ ’ to mean 

because the ^<Tt?riTT5 differ even in the Vakhas of 

each Veda ’ ? If so, what about those in the and ;(Tr'Kif5^ 
Sakhas of the Yajurveda ? When the are regarded 

as even in all the Sakhas of a Veda, there is very 

little propriety in collecting them from one Veda into 
another Veda. 

5. A note on the meditations on Brahman in the Upani- 
sads would not be out of place here. 

It appears to us that the meditations on Brahman taught 
m the Upanisads can be in a general way divided into four 
classes : — 

( a ) Meditations on some parts of the Samhita as Brahman. 

Such meditations are like those given in 
^ ^ ( I ) Cha. Upal. 7. 5-9, srsj ^ 



(II) Cha. Upa. I. 9. 1-2; and 

( III ) Cha. Upa. I. 11. 5. 

In these Upanisads Brahman is identified with any or all 
ol the Vedas, with the ( Cha. Upa. 1. 9. 1-2 ), the deity 
of the ( ChS. Upa. I. 11. 5 ). From Bra. Su. I. 1. 22-23, 

we learn that Brahman is mentioned in these ^rutis. But it 
is here associated with the priestly duties. For the seeker of 
Brahman, It is to be meditated upon as associated with the 
priestly functions only so long as the seeker does not give up 
his priestly duties ( See Bra. Sti. III. 3. 32, III. 4. 41-46 ). 
At a later stage when the seeker renounces the world, he is 
to give up meditating on Brahman as connected with priestly 
duties. These meditations are called meditations 

in Br. Su. III. 3. 32. 

{h ) There are several meditations in which several objects 
are to be meditated upon as Brahman and the result is only 
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the achievement of some object of desire. These are called 
{ Bra. Su. III. 3. 60 ). Such g:ira»ITS are like 
those given in j — 

( I ) Cha, Upa, III. 12, where the meditation of ‘ 

’ as Brahman is said to give I 

( II ) Cha. Upa. III. 18, where and are said 

to be meditated upon as Brahman and the result is the 
attainment of fame, reputation and Brahmanical lustre. 

( III ) Cha. Upa. III. 19, where the Sun is declared to be 
meditated upon as Brahman and the result is that the meditator 
would hear “ good sounds ” ( ^ 

f sn ^ 1 ). 

( IV ) Cha. Upa. IV. 5-8 may be called a meditation 
so far as the meditation on each alone is concerned. 

( V ) Cha. Upa. VII. 1-14. Here a series of fourteen 
items, 5TPli, given and in each case a parti- 

cular ‘ fruit ’ is said to be achieved by meditating on each of 
etc., as Brahman. Only the meditation on the 
highest item viz., brings absolution ( Bra. Sti. I. 3. 8 ), 

because that is Brahman itself. 

( VI ) Br. Upa. IV. 1. 2-7, in which 5n«iT, 
iWb i:' 3[?T are taught to be meditated upon as Brahman and 
the result is that the particular object of meditation would 
never leave the meditator, all elements would run to him, 
he would become a god and go unto the gods. 

All these are qjtw ^PEI*TTS of Brahman and those who 
seek the respective ‘ fruits ’ may perform them taking either 
each singly or some of them combined, according to his desires 
( Bra. Sti. III. 3. 60 ). 

( c ) There is a third type of meditations in which Brahman 
is said to be identical not with one particular object, but with 
a number of objects, so that all of them together make up 
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the knowledge of Brahman, while each of them by itself is 
only a part of Brahman. 

( I ) The best example of this perhaps is the meditation 
on Brahman as Vaisvanara Atman ( Cha. Upa. V. 12-18 ). 
The sky ( ^ ), the Sun, the Wind, the Ether, the Water, 
the Earth, are said to be alt of them jointly making Atma 
Vaivsanara or Brahman, but singly each of them makes only 
one part of Brahman, m., the head, the eye, the breath, 
the body ( ), the bladder ( ), the feet respectively. 

Thus, here we have an exmaple of the ^tTT^»TT or meditation on 
Brahman based upon its parts. To think of Brahman as 
Vaisvanara Atman is a meditation on Brahman itself; but to 
think of Brahman as consisting of so many parts is an 

( II ) Similarly, Cha. Upa. IV. 5-8 teaches that Brahman 
has four tn^s and each has four ^55Ts; thus, Brahman 
consists of sixteen parts viz., 1-4 the four quarters ; 5-8 
^55; 9-12 13-16 snoT, 

atsT, w:. The meditation on Brahman as consisting of these 
sixteen parts makes a man know or realize Brahman ( Of. 

I l-Cha. Upa. IV. 9. 2 ). In this meditation, 

the qr^s are given names ( srqjf?[rqra;, 

), but they or the wj^rs are not said to be particulm' 
parts in the Supreme Being, as is the case with the parts of 
the Vaisvanara Atman. This seems to be the difference 
between the two ; but each of them is undoubtedly an 

( III ) The is also an of Brahman 

as consisting of so many parts ( Cha. Upa. IV. 10-14 ), 

( IV ) Similarly, Bp. Upa. IV. 1, 2-7 gives another 

The Sutrakara seems to say that these 
should not be collected by the followers of all the Vedas, 
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because they are meant for all the Sakhas of each Veda 
( Bra. Su. III. 3. 55 ) ; or rather, there would be no violation 
of the 6ruti even if they be collected in the other Veda than 
the one in \^hich they are found, because several ufsrs are 
found common in several Vedas. They must have originally 
been the property of one Veda, but later on have been taken 
by the followers of the other Vedas. It is not necessary that 
all the parts should be taken in an but 

the more the better ( Bra. Sti. III. 3. 57 ). These meditations 
are each of them independent of the other; so the parts of 
Atman Vai^vanara should not be mixed with the parts of 
or or any other similar f^RIT (Bra. 

Su. III. 3. 58 ). An option is given regarding the selection 
from these on the ground that the fruit of each of 

them is the same ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 59 ). 

(d) The last and the most important type of sr^qr^is is 
that meditation on Brahman, in which Brahman is associated 
with some idea, quality or qualities, attributes. Examples of this 
type are those collected by the Sutrakara in Bra. Su. I. 1-3. 
Thus, Brahman is to be meditated upon as that from which this 
world appears, in which it continues, and into which it returns 
( all Adhikaranas of Bra. Su. I. 1 ). Or, Brahman may be 
meditated upon as described in Cha. Upa. III. 14 ( 

S[§r...». ), Cha. Upa. IV. 15 ( ), Cha. Upa. 

VII. 23. 1 ( ), Cha. Upa. VIII. 1-4 ( ), Cha. Upa. VIII. 

12. 3 ( qt ), Cha. Upa. VIII. 14 ( 3It3KtJ[r ), Br. Upa. III. 

7 ( Bf. Upa. III. 8 ( upholding all the objects 

ending with the Ether ). All these ujoasarids are direct 
of Brahman. Brahman meditated upon as will 

also belong to such a form of meditation. 

The fruit of these and the meditations on Brahman as 
consisting of parts ( ) is the realization of 

Brahman or liberation. Brahman may be thought of as posse- 
ssing as many of these attributes as possible ( Bra. Su, III. 3, 
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31 ). Similarly may be meditated upon ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 
28, 44-54 ). This is the main or principal form of meditation 
and seems to us to be the topic of Bra. Su. Ill, 3. 11-54. 

There are serveral meditations mentioned in the Upanisads, 
which are concerned only with rites and not at all with 
Brahman, e. g,, the meditation of as the Syllable Om 

( Cha. Upa. I. 1. 7, I, 1. 8, I 2, 14 ), the meditation of 
as the Sun ( Cha. Upa. I. 3. 1, etc.,)-, so also the meditations 
mentioned in Cha. Upa. II. 1-22, Cha. Upa, IV. 17. These 
are in no way meditations on Brahman and, therefore, they do 
not seem to have been considered by the Sutrakara in Bra, 
Su. III. 8, which is devoted to the meditations on Brahman. 

6. According to Sankara Sutras 53-54 make an incidental 
topic ( ^«IT ), but to us it appears to be a against 

the 5 ^^ aspect of the Para and a reply to it, taught in Sutras 
HI. 3. 44—54. 

Sutra 55, he says, is a continuation of ‘ the topic in hand. ’ 
To us. it appears that the preceding Sutras 11-54 dealt with 
the meditations on the or Brahman itself, while Sutra 55 

begins the treatment of the meditations on the sTfFrs of Brahman. 

Sankara takes in the sense of explains 

as like those in Chi. Upa. I. 1. 

1, II. 1. 1 etc. We have proposed to take the expression 
(sr??T?n!) as referring to the sdffs or parts of Brahman. 
The on Brahman referring to are probably 

dealt with in Bra. Su. III. 3. 32 ( 
sRIurrul See also Bra. Su, III. 4. 41, 43 ). 

So, according to Sankara the doubt to be solved by this 
Adhikarana is whether the thoughts referring to ^f^s like 
mentioned in the various Sakhas of each Veda are to be 
kept where they occur or are to be collected in the ^f|fs of 
all the Sakhas of all the Vedas. This doubt arises from the 
fact that owing to the difference of accents ( ), etc. 
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the vjz., eto., may be considered to be different 

in each Branch. 

According to Sankara, ‘ 3 ’ rejects a that 

these 3Tfrg«ra[r5 STr?T?TT: should be restricted only to the Sakha 
in which they occur. Sankara takes ‘ ’ with ' g •! ’ 

and says 

3l5gr^q[. Thus, he makes a sentence out of ‘ and 

another out of ‘ ’• He leaves out ‘ fg ’ and then himself 

supplies an argument for the conclusion drawn from his inter- 
pretation of the Sutra, vie., 

To us it seems that ‘ ^ Ms a statement rejecting 

a conclusion likely to be drawn from the method of the 
meditations on 5Tf|f3 or Brahman, as taught in Bra. Su. III. 3. 
5-9 and 11-54 viz., that of from ail the Branches of 

all the Vedas. And the reason for this rejection seems to be 
given in ‘ ff ’ ‘ because they are taught differently 

in all the Sakhas of each Veda.’ It does not seem to us to 
be the correct method to separate and so as 

to make two sentences, to drop ‘ f|; ’, and then to add an 
argument viz., 

Sutra 56 

7. ‘ ’ seems to give an option regarding the statement 

in the preceding Sutra. The meditations on the 3?ffs of 
Brahman niaij be collected or may not be collected even from 
the Branch of another Veda; and yet there would be no 
violation of the Sruti, just as there is no such violation when 
the ^qrSTs or hymns of one Veda are collected into the 
Samhita of another Veda. The Sutrakara here refers to the 
iTr^Ts which occur in more than one Veda. On the ground of 
such TTfsis, he says that the STf^^Is of Brahman though 
found only in one Branch or more Branches of one particular 
Veda only, may be collected in another Veda, i. e., in a Branch 
or Branches of another Veda. 
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8. ‘ Sfl ’ shows that the position of the Sutrakara here 

is different from the one he has taken up in the preceding 
Sutra. But Sankara seems to give it a different significance 
when he interprets it in a way which would amount to saying 
that Sutra 56 gives one additional argument for the conclusion 
established in Sutra 55. 

To us it seems that in Sutra 55 the standpoint of the 
Sutrakara was that there would be a an objection from 

the Sruti or a violation of the Sruti, if is resorted to 

in the of Brahman, and, therefore, he said ‘ STffra- 

*T Now, in this Sutra he tells us that there would be 
no violation of the Sruti, just as there is no violation in taking 
a hymn from one Veda into another. 

By sijff Sankara refers to and gjJTS. 



SECTION XIV 


Sutra III. 3. 57 

( ^«fr f| I 


TRANSLATION 


The meditation on a greater number of parts of 

Brahman is better [ than that on a smaller number ] as in 

» 

the case of a Kratu ; so shows the Sruti. 



NOTES 

Sutra 57 

1. This Sutra seems to us to answer a question as to how 

many parts of an sr^tII?T»Tt should be taken in that 

meditation. Thus, the meditation on Vaisvanara Atman or 
Brahman is based upon six or eleven parts ( See Cha. Upa. 
V. 18. 2 ). If a question be asked as to how many of them 
should be taken in the meditation, the Sutrakara says, “ As 
many as possible because the meditation on a greater number 
of parts is better like a Kratu ”. 

2. — ^5 seems to be a bigger sacrifice than 
consisting of more rites than the latter ( Vide Note 3 infra ). 

3. J — This seems to be a reference to such 
texts as Cha. Upa. V. 18. 2. 

In Cha. Upa. V. 12, the meditation on as 3TRW 
is censured and declared to be dangerous, and it is 
said that is the head of sricJn From this it would 

follow that the meditation of as srirfri %»g'RT:5 is wrong, 
but the same as the head of gucJiI %»srR^; is the proper one, 
so that one may meditate on gn?nn as one whose head 

is and the result of the meditation would be liberation. 
Similarly, the meditation on as sricfTT Is^R?:: is wrong, 

but the meditation on Brahman as one whose eye is the Sun is 
correct and gives liberation ( Cha. Upa. V. 12-13 ). This 
would mean that each meditation as corrected by 
would be the proper meditation of siicTn IfSefR?:;. As a result, 
each correct meditation would give the fruit of the meditation 
on STRn' gs^R?;:, so, the meditation on a number of parts would 
only be ‘ better ’ in the sense in which a SRg is better than a 
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(?). The chief result is the same whether one meditates 
on one part or on many parts as forming parts of srfttri 
^ssrpK:. Thus, it is not necessary to include in the meditation 
all the gfffs mentioned in the chapter; a few or even one 
would do. This seems to be the sense of the errors and 
corrections in Cha. Upa. V. 12-17. 

Now ‘ ?r?Trfl: ’ seems to us to be a reference to 

Cha. Upa. V. 18. In Cha. Upa. V. 18. 1 we are told that 
STIrin is to be meditated upon as consisting of the parts 
mentioned above ( 

this would mean that STirJTi is to be meditated upon 

as consisting of six parts. But in Cha. Upa. V. 18. 2 eleven 
parts are mentioned. From this the Sutrakara seems to us to 
draw a conclusion that the Sruti here shows that a greater 
number of parts when taken into the meditation make the medi- 
tation better than or superior to the meditation in which a fewer 
number of parts are included in the sense in which a gsg is 
superior to a or a spg with a greater number of potsherds 
is superior to a with a fewer number of potsherds ( See 
Ramanuja’s explanation of ^). The result is the same, and 
therefore a choice regarding the number of STffs is given. 
This choice is shown by the difference in the number of STffs 
of %Scn«n: STIrtTI in Cha. Upa. V. 18. 1 and V. 18. 2. 

4. According to Sankara the Sutra refers to the %JRr- 
only. We hold that it refers to any 
based upon parts of Brahman like that of and 

answers a doubt regarding it like a similar doubt about the 
meditation of Brahman without parts, solved in Bra. Su. III. 3. 31. 

According te Sankara the Sutra says that one cannot 
meditate on one part of but only on all parts of it, e., 

on Vai^vanara Atman consisting of all the parts mentioned in the 
Sruti. Thus, he takes ^jirq^in the sense of ' all ’ or * the whole ’ 

( ). But this is not the proper sense of the word. ' 
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is “ a large number, ” “ many ”, and so, here it should 
mean ‘ a large number of 3 T^s ’, because siffs are mentioned 
in Sutra 55. Moreover, he takes as which he 

interprets as the only possible or proper way of meditation. 
But this is also incorrect. means better or superior; so 

that a meditation on 3TI?tTT as consisting of a fewer parts 

is good and does give the fruit in question, viz., liberation, but 
a meditation on a greater number of 3TffS is better. The example 
of can be interpreted only in our favour, because in a 
an option of potsherds is given as the option of parts in the 
present case. As to Sankara says that the 

is censured in ^ I ( Cha. 

Upa. V. 12. 2 ); to us it seems that the Sruti censures the 
meditation of etc. as the whole of STfriTf, and it doe's 

not censure, but rather lays down, the meditation of etc., 
as the head, etc., of siTcJn as we have already explained. 

Sankara states the view of a predecessor of his and that view 
seems to support us. To us also the Sutrakara seems to 
sanction as corrected by sfsg'ql^. 



SECTION XV 


Sutra III. 3. 58 


( I 


TRANSLATION 

[The meditations on Brahman as consisting of 
several parts are each of them] different [from one another], 
because of the difference of the word and others [ L e., 
the context and the name ]. 58 



NOTES 

Sutra 58 

1. With ‘ *TTriif ’ we have to connect “ sl^tn^siT: ” 

so, ‘ ifisTT ’ means that the meditations on Brahman resting 
upon the parts or of Brahman are each of them different 
or independent of the others. 

The Sutrakara has told us ( in Bra. Su. III. 3. 5 ) that 
the same Brahman is taught to be meditated upon in all the 
of the Upanisads and thus the aim of all these is 
the same ( ) and, therefore, a collection of the thoughts 

on Brahman from all the recognised Upanisads should be 
made ( ). In the present Sutra ( III. 3. 58 ), he seems to 

reject this view so far as the are concern- 
ed. This is clear from the meaning of ( See below ). 

2. — In case of the meditations on 

Brahman itself ( i. e., not consisting of several siffs ), the 
Sutrakara had rejected the view that those meditations differed 
from each other on account of ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 6 ), 

( Bra. Su. III. 3. 7 ) and eirr ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 8 ). But in 
the case of he seems to argue that these 

meditations are different from one another because the 
sri;^ and of each are different from those of others. 
Thus, the problem of the srffr^r^nsi: is here 

discussed from the same stand point from which the 
were discussed in Bra. Su. HI. 3. 5-8. 
and in this case should be taken to be referring to those 
of the si^s, because here the a^'H^rsTTS based upon 3iffs are 
the topic. 

I 

3. Sankara connects this Sutra with Bra. Su. III. 3, 1-2 
( See his closing remarks : 

I See Thibaut, Volume 2, P. 279 ). 



SECTION XVI 

Sutra III, 3. 59 


TRANSLATION 

[ In meditations on Brahman consisting of parts, ] 
an option of choice is given, because the fruit of each of 
these meditations is the same. 59 



NOTES 

Sutra 59 

( 1 ) In the case of the meditation on Brahman not regarded 
as consisting of parts an option was given in the form of a 
selection from either of the two forms of the Supreme One, 
viz., the and the ( Bra, Su. III. 3, 28-30, 44-54 ). 

Here in the case of the the Sutrakara gives 

an option of choice of any one out of all such meditations 
because the fruit of all such ^RRls is the same, viz., liberation. 
In the Satyakama Jabala is said to be a 

knower of Brahman ( Cha. Upa. IV. 9. 2 ), so, also 
in what is called ( Cha. Upa. IV. 14. 2 ). The 

same fruit, we may say, accrues from the knowledge Vai^va- 
nara Atman ( Cha. Upa. V. 18. 1 ). 

( 2 ) Sankara does not take this Sutra as dealing with 
; he understands the ‘ option ’ in 

the Sutra as given by the Sutrakara with reference to all the 
in the various Upanisads. To us it appears that the 
question of the collection of the sI^'Tra*TP 

is discussed in Bra. Su. III. 3. 55-56 so far as the collection of 
those fg^TTS from one Veda into another is concerned and in Bra. 
Su, III. 3. 58 as regards the question of the collection of the srffs 
of different arfftgg^^T: sr^qr^TSTT:; while the problem of the number 
of the s of one snit»Tret5ir to be collected in a meditation 

is dealt with in Sutra III. 3. 57. Further we think that Sutra 59 is 
meant to reject an inference that since the are 

different or independent ( Sutra 58 ), they may be giving different 
fruits and therefore they should be resorted to only by those who 
seek the respective fruits or results. The Sutrakara says that 
the result of all is the same, viz., the 

knowledge of Brahman or liberation and, therefore, an option of 
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choice of one from among the various meditations is given by 
the Sutrakara in this Sutra. 

The option also, which the Sutrakara allows in the case 
of not based upon the parts of Brahman seems to 

us to have been given in Bra. Su. III. 3. 28, 44-54 and this 
option is as regards the and aspects of the 

Para, and the collection ( ) in all such g[^’qi^rrts is 

also discussed in Bra. Su. III. 3. 5-9. 

We think that Sankara’s interpretation of this Sutra 

) is directly 

contradictory to the conclusion drawn from Bra. Su. III. 3. 5. 


30 



SECTION XVII 


Sutras itl. 3. 60 


( mmA il|t^5fTr^rg[ i 


TRANSLATION 

But the meditations on Brahman performed for some 
desired object may or may not be collected according to 
the desire of the meditator, because of the absence of the 
foregoing reason. 



NOTES 

Sutra 60 

1. In the case of the meditations on Brahman not based 

upon the parts of Brahman, a collection ( ) was pre- 

scribed by the Sutrakara because all of them though occurring 
in different Vedas had a common topic, viz., Brahman, and 
because the objections based upon 515^, and did 

not hold good. In the case of such a 

collection was denied because those objections held good in 
their case, but an option was given because the fruit of all 
such meditations was in fact not different. Now, in the case 
of on Brahman, the Sutrakara seems to believe 

that 5 is^, and make their topics different but their 

fruits also are different; so he allows an option regarding 
collection. One may collect only those the 

fruits of which he desires to gain. 

2. — We have already explained which 

sr^'iraffTS are or performed for a particular object ( See 

Note 5 on Bra. Su. III. 3. 55 ). It will be noticed that the 
so-called are included in these urpqr on 

Brahman, because here Sankara explains Cha. Upa. VII. 1. 5 
as a qnFCqT on Brahman. 

3. “ ” seems to be a reference to in 

Bra. Su. III. 3. 5 and to in Bra. Su. III. 3. 59. 

In airtqraqis not founded on parts of Brahman a ^rjgwiRwas 
compulsory because they all taught the same Brahman ( Bra. Su. 
III. 3. 5 ); while in gr^qi^sTIs based on parts of Brahman the 
fruit was the same but the 51®^, srqi;?:or and were different 
in each ease, so only a and no was possible. 

But in on Brahman, the teaching of the topics 

are different and the fruits also are different. Therefore, an 
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option regarding hotli is given. To explain the point further, 
the topics of meditation in ‘‘ sfiir ” 

etc., ( Cha. Upa. VII 1. 5, 2. 2 ) “ g|Rg<7I^ ( Cha. 

Upa. III. 19. 4 ) are different in each case, though all of them 
are meditated upon as the same. Thus, the is not the 
same because and are different. The fruits 

also of all these meditations ( cT5[R?T 

I Cha. Upa. VII. 1. 5 ; I 

Cha. Upa. VII. 2. 2; STi g- g 

I — Cha. Upa. III. 19. 4 ) are different in each 
case. And these meditations are as distinguished from 

those on Brahman without parts or with parts, which are all 
meant for achieving liberation through meditation on Brahman 
itself. Therefore, an option of choice in the selection of topics 
of meditation is given in the ^^qf^qi^siis on Brahman. 

4. Kegarding the gqi^ffTs on Brahman it may be 

added that the meditation on the heaven ( ), the Sun, the 
Wind, the Ether, the Water, the Earth as Brahman are all of 
them ^qi^«TTS, but the meditations on the same as the 

head, the eye, the breath, the body ( the bladder ( ) 
and the feet of Brahman are not but they would all lead 

to the same fruit, viz., liberation. 

5. The word ‘ ’ used here shows that the gqj^iqts, 

or not, mentioned in the foregoing Sutras ( Bra. Su. 
III. 3. 1-54 ) are not but aimed at achieving liberation. 

6. Sankara takes us and gives the same 

illustrations as we have given, viz., ^ ^ vfiq I. 

is explained by him as referring only to 
q;^?qi?I_ in Bra. Su. III. 3. 59, but we think, it refers cdso to 
in Bra. Su. Ill 3, 5. 
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Sutras III. 3. 61-66 

( I 
( ) ^ 2 ^ I 

( I 

( 1 
( ) 51 I 

( I 

fm 1 

TRANSLATION 


61 

62 

63 

64 

65 

66 


The conceiving of the parts of Brahman in meditation 
should be in accordance with the respective objects 
seeking substratum, 

because of the teaching, 

[ and ] because of the collection, 

i 

and because of the Sruti stating the commonness of 
qualities { between parts and objects seeking substratum ). 

Rather not, because of the absence of a Sruti about 
the co-existence [ of the two, viz., the part and the object 
seeking substratum ], 

and because the ^ruti shows it. 



NOTES 

Sutra 61 

1. In Bra. Su. III. 3. 55-60 the Sutrakara has discussed 

the question of the and of the 

qreRi: and of the Now, he seems to state 

the method of the meditations of the former type. In the 
case of the 5r^qw»ITS without the parts of Brahman, the 
Sutrakara stated the method to be that of ( Bra. 

Su. III. 3. 16 ). The STffs in this Sutra are the same as the 
3l|fs in Bra. Su. III. 3. 55. The STffs are the STf s of Brahman 
in e. g., the heaven (do. the Sun, the 

Wind, the Ether, the Water and the Earth, are the STffs of 
the viz., that of STTrrtT IsarrsTT:. 

2. The STl«ftTS or items seeking substratum are in the 

ease of the same the following; the 

head, the eye, the breath, the body ( ), the bladder ( ), 
and the feet. 

3. vrra means the conception, imagination, fancy or 
supposition used in meditation. Thus, in the chief 

not based upon parts of Brahman, Brahman is conceived to 
be or imagined to be the Self of the meditator. Similarly, in 
the the heaven, the Sun, etc., are 

conceived to be the head, the eye, etc., of Brahman in the 
process of meditation. The former make the series of sr^s 
or SPitfiiiers and the latter that of The 3T|fS are to be 

conceived as the STTa'iTS. 

4. Sankara does not take siffs to be those of Brahman, 

but he interprets siffs as gj^ifffs, e. g., the etc. 

Sutra 62 

5. — This seems to be a reference to such Srutis 

as “ STTrlR ^ f I ” 

( Cha. Upa. V. 12. 2 ), ....( Cha. Upa. V. 13. 2 ), 
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sTirfrsr: ( Cha. Upa. V. 14. 2 ); snfir^;... 

( Cha. Upa. V. 15. 2 ), STRiifr; ( ChL Upa, 

V. 16. 2 ), ?$?n^lcSRi (Cha. Upa. V. 17. 2 ). In these 

and similar passages of other 5r^qi^»?rj the respective 

pupils are told by their respective teachers that they were 
mistaken in imagining the object of meditation to be Brahman 
itself while really it was a part of Brahman. This teaching 
requires that in the 3T|fS the meditator should have the thought 
of the and not of the entire Brahman. 

Sutra 63 

6. ‘ ’ seems to refer to Cha. Upa. V. 18. 2 ( 

JrqVs5qi5iqq^q STl^qmcqjftq.* ) in which all the STffs 
( named fqssraq:, etc., ) along with the sq^qs ( 'q^s, 

etc., ) have been collected together. This collective statement 
is according to the Sutrakara intended to mean that in the 
respective parts the respective snqqs are to be imagined at 
the time of meditation. 

Sutra 64 

7. 5<iTqiqp;''rqq{q — This seems to be a reference to such 

qfftqq^n q^qiqqts as are mentioned in By. Upa. IV. 1. 2-7 
where qj^, mq, q^’., qtq, qqs and which are declared 

to be only one part ( q^qf^ ) of Brahman and are taught to 
be meditated upon as qiri, wq, qfq, SRsq, qiqff and 
which are thus the corresponding qrqqs to be imagined in qri^, 

Moreover, in each case, we have an 
explanation as to how both the and qfqq possess a common 
attribute, viz., snrcrT, fqqqt, qtqqr, qq^crat, and f|q?rai. 

‘ JjqqiqiVJq ’ means the attribute common to the qff and 
qiqq. This ^qqmiViq^fq also proves that the q|fs should 
be imagined to be the sqqqs in the respective order. 

Sutra 65 

8. qqi— 'This Sutra seems to show a disapproval of the 
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conclusion in the preceding Sutras; sa that the preceding 
Sutras should be regarded as ‘ ^ ’ means that 

the 5fT|fS should not be imagined as the sii^rq'S. 

9- — There is no Sruti about the coexistence 

of the 3Tff and STri?!. In the case of RCfr: Sf|ltqr«5rin; Brahman 
was taught to be looted upon as the Self of the meditator 
and the Para was taught the residing in the heart and to 
be meditated upon as present there ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 34-35 ), 
Such Srutis as ( Katha Upa. III. 3. 1 ) 

clearly show that the Para who is to be object to be medi- 
tated upon and the individual soul who is the sijsr^r according to 
the method of ( Bra. Su. III. 3. 16 ) reside together. 

This kind of Sruti in the case of the heaven and the head, the 
Sun and the eye, etc., etc., does not exist at all. Therefore, the 
Sutrakara rejects the view “ ” (Bra. Su. HI. 3. 61). 

Sutra 66 

10. — The Sutrakara seems to refer to a Sruti in 

which in the sTlftqraHrs the parts of Brahman are 

not said to be meditated upon as the respective snsrq’s. Such 
Srutis would be Cha. Upa. IV. 5-9 ( the ), Cha. 

Upa. IV. 10-14 ( the ). In these fq^s which 

are srirf^n, there is no attribution of the sqfsrq's to 

the parts of Brahman and so all the reasons ( Bra. Su. HI. 
3. 62-64 ) do not hold good regarding such g fgri ^ gq;. 

Thus, according to the Sutrakara ( Sutras 65-66 ) in the 
case of snr^ur: the various srifs or parts are to be 

meditated upon as parts of without attributing to them 
the Perhaps this is the sense of 

I ( Cha. Upa. V. 18. 1 ), 

The omnipresent ancfT^j; is to be meditated upon 

as measured by parts or consisting of parts. Similarly, in 
other Brahman is to be meditated upon 

as consistir^ of so many parts. 



CHAPTER III 


SECTION I 

Achievement of Moksa through the knowledge of Brahman. 
Superiority of that Knowledge to Karman. 
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TRANSLATION 

F ROM this [ knowledge of Brahman ] the aim of 
human life [ is achieved ] because of the Word ”, so holds 
Badarayana. 1 

" The name of ‘the aim of human life’ is applied [to 
the goal of the Lore of the Upanisads ] because that 
knowledge is subsidiary [ to the sacrifice ] as is the case 
with other knowledges or other ”, so says Jaimini, 2 

“ because we find the practice [ of rites among the 
knowers of Brahman ], 3 

“because of a Sruti about it [ i. e., subordination of the 
knowledge to action], 4 

“ because of [ a new body ] being begun [ by the Lore 
and the Action ], ^ J s « l J ^ 

“ because of the Injunction of actions in the case of him 
who possesses that [ Lore ], 6 

“and because of the rule.” 7 

But, because of the teaching [ about the knowledge ] 
as superior [ to the Action ] Badarayana has such a view 
[ as expressed in Sutra 1 above ], because we find 
it in the Sruti, 8 

but [the practice] is found equally [in favour of the Lore], 9 

. [the ^ruti] does not apply to all [Lores], 10 

there is a separate function [ of Action from that of 
Knowledge ] as in the case of a hundred [ arteries in Cha. 

Upa. Vlll. 6. 6 ], 11 

[ the Injunction is ] in the case of him who has 
merely committed the Scripture to memory, 12 

[there is] no [rule] because of the absence of defi- 
niteness [about the nature of the agent or actions], 13 
[the Sruti in question is] either for praise of actions or 
is an approval of actions, 14 

and some hold that [ all actions may be done ] 

voluntarily [by a knower of Brahman], 15 

and [ they mention ] the destruction [ of actions ], 16 

r., celebates [ the religious 

fitness IS ] for the Word. ^ 


17 



NOTES 

Sutra 1 

1. — As Sutras 4 and 5 clearly show, ‘ sTcTi ’ means 

‘ from the Lore of the Upanisads The knowledge of Atman 
is called in the last Sutras of the preceding Pada also 

( Vide Sutra III. 1. 47 ), the whole of which discusses the 
nature of the knowledge of Brahman. 

2. — This is a reference to such texts as the 

following :— ( I ) I ( Isa. Upa. 11 ). 

( 2 ) I ( Kena 

Upa. 12 ). 

( 3 ) *Tr?q‘: i 

Sve. Upa. III. 8 and VI. 15 ). 

( 4 ) ^ I (Katha Upa. III. 15). 

3. ‘ ’ means ‘ release ’ “ freedom from death, ” 

the last of the four aims of human life. 

4. According to Sankara the discussion in this Sutra is 

as regards the question whether the knowledge of Brahman 
achieves its aim itself or is subsidiary to action. Badarayana’s 
view is the former. But the Sutrakara though not admitting 
that STiciT^R is subsidiary to does not say that strwr 

alone achieves Moksa; rather he seems to be inclined to make 
certain types of actions subsidiary to ( See Sutras III. 

4. 32-33 ) but co-operating with it in the achievement 
of Moksa. It is strange that Sankara does not quote 

, on which he lays great emphasis elsewhere. 

Sutra 2 

5. — Jaimini holds that the knowledge of Brahman 
is subsidiary to Action (or karman) and, therefore, the name of 

is given to the Lore of Upanisads, i. e. the application 
of this name is not to be understood in its literal sense. 
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6. This should be a reference to the case of 
such other knowledges or means like ST’TOt., 

than the knowledge of Brahman, in which the fruit is declared 
to be and which are subsidiary to actions. Sankara 

explains referring to and 

Or this may refer to the other three g^j^ls also, which 
are subsidiary to and are therefore called 

7. Sankara takes tfaja as the dependence of the individual 

soul upon action as being the agent ( I ). 

As ‘ knowledge of Brahman ’ or seems to have been 

referred to by STcfs in Sutra 1 and as Sutras 4, 5 and 6 mention 
the combination of and it seems to us that 51 ^?^ means 
here the dependence of the knowledge of Brahman on karman 
or the dependence of the other three 535 ^ 1^8 on the fourth 

Vi's., Sankara himself says under Sutra 4 that the is 
dependent on ^4 Regarding the ^rutis quoted by Sankara 
see Note (5) above. 

Sutra 3 

8. — This refers to such Sruti texts as mention 
the practice, to do sacrifices, of those who possessed the 
knowledge of Brahman. Sankara rightly refers to the story 
of Janaka who, though a knower of Brahman, performed 
sacrifices and all other actions. 

Sutra 4 

9. ‘ ’ is evidently a reference to the word in 

fw?ItrT | (Cha. Upa. 1. 1. 10). 

Sutra 5 


10. The word at once suggests the reference 

to ^ 1 ( Bp. Upa. IV. 4. 2 ) as Sankara 

points out. 

Sutra 6 


11. (^«iii^|?i:;--This refers to a Sruti in which one 
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who has studied the Scripture is asked to perform the sacrifices, 
e. gf., the one quoted by Sankara. See Sutra III. 4. 47. 

Sutra 7 

12. TrT^iT — A Sruti like Isa. Upa. 2 .which makes it a 
rule that actions must be performed, is referred to by this Sutra. 

Sutra 8 

13. ‘ 2 ’ refutes the view of Jaimini in Sutras 2-7 and 

reasserts the view of Badarayana stated in Sutra 1. 

14. — Badarayana holds that the aim of human 

life is achieved from the knowledge of Brahman, because that 
knowledge is taught to be superior to the knowledge of action. 
This may refer to Cha. Upa. VII. 4. 1, Mu. Upa. I. 2. 2, etc., 
and also to Bha. Gl. IV. 38. In Mu. Upa, I. 1, the four 
Vedas and their auxiliary sciences are said to be stto 
and that by which is obtained is called fqr?ll. In 

Mu. Upa. I. 2. 7-10 we read: — 

^ t! I. 2. 7 

w ir%g[?Tf?cr 11 I. 2, 8 

JifiTfrRT sw|^r: \ 

m 11 I. 2. 9 

?rtr:«r% ^ satfcrt 1 

% i%t:3n:: sr^tiffcr ^ 5^ 11 I. 2. 10 

^ 3^^f«T»r^RimrqifcT; 11 I. 2. 11 

In the Bhagavadgita also we find similar statements :- 
( 1 ) SI ff I ( Bha. Gi. IV. 38 ) 

( 2 )' igrw 'im 1 ( Bha. Gi. IV. 33 ) 
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15. — This refers to those Srutis in which is 
said to be had from some of which have been quoted 
under Sutra 1. 

16. and jointly form one argument. 

Because is said to be had from fri«T of Brahman and be- 
cause that fi?! is said to be superior to Badarayana 

concludes that can be had from the of Brahman which 
is not dependent on the irw is not subsidiary to 

but it is superior to It should be noticed that Badarayana 

does not give those various reasons against ^ifg^ as a means 
to Moksa, which Sankara so often gives in his works. 

17. Sankara interprets as the fact that q?:JTTrH^ 

who is superior to the individual soul is taught in the Scripture 
as the one to be known. And to this interpretation of 

he adds that the knowledge of that q^qifJTg; is not 
the inspirer of actions, but it is the destroyer of actions. 
According to Sankara refers to such Srutis as teach 

q^:ffRtTq;^ who is superior to the individual soul. Thus, according 
to him, 3Tf^5|^q%5ITg;^ and refer to the same texts. 

Sutra 9 

18. 5 shows that the refutation of the given in Sutras 
3-7 is begun here. 

19. ^ Just as we find in the Sruti the knowers 

of Brahman performing actions, so also we find the knowers 
of Brahman renouncing actions. See above “ 

” in Mu. Upa. I. 2. 10, also By. Upa. III. 5. 1 which 
is quoted by Sankara. Thus, practice ( srig-i?; ) does not help 
in deciding the dependence of knowledge on action. 

Sutra 10 

20. — This is a refutation of Sutra 4. The 

Sruti referred to in Sutra 4 does not apply to all ^^js; it 
does not apply to It applies only to concerned 
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with various rites. See Bra. Su. IV. I. 18 and Sa. Bha. on 
Bra. Su. III. 3. 42, 

Sutra 11 

21. ^¥n*T; — This is an answer to Sutra 5. The Sutra- 

kara says that and begin the bodies of different 

persons ; helps the knower of Brahman ( See 

in Bra. Su. IV. 2. 17 ), and helps those who perform 

the rites and sacrifices. Thus, there should be a separation 
of lilr from 

According to Bra. Su. IV. 2. 17, is separated 

from in the interpretation of ^ 

g" ( Br. Upa. IV. 4. 2 ), the Sruti which is quoted as an argu- 
ment of Jaimini in Sutra 5. 

22. 3[rcT^ri;, seems to us to be the separation of 100 

arteries from the one artery mentioned together in “ there are 
one hundred and one arteries in the heart ” etc., in Cha. Upa. 
VIII. 6. 6. The of these arteries is made in that Sruti 

itself. It is said there that of these hundred and one arteries 
the one goes upwards towards the head, he who goes up there- 
by attains immortality ; the other arteries are meant for various 
transmigrations in all directions ( Chi. Upa. VIII. 6. 6 ). Just as 
the hundred arteries are here separated from the hundred and one 
mentioned together in the first quarter of the verse, similarly 

is separated from iu Br. Upa. IV. 4. 2. This is the 

view of the Sutrakara in Sutra J.1. According to him fggi is 
dealt with in Bp. Upa. IV. 4. 2 and in Br. Upa. IV. 3-5. 

Though ' does not contain a reference to 

we make this suggestion because in the case of liirsji 

is separated from as in the case of 

Both the Srutis ( Cha. Upa. VIII. 6. 6 and Br. Upa. IV. 4. 2 ) 
in question make a joint statement ( the one regarding the 
number of Jfr^s, the other regarding ) and then make 

a division or separate statement regarding the same. The one 
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separates hundred ;ii^s out of one hundred and one (Sutra 11), 
the other separates from 

23. Sankara first explains the word in the Sutra as 

if the word fsTUr in the Sruti meant as was done above. 

But afterwards he adds that q' ^ ■ 

Thereby he means that the in the Sruti ( 3 

I ) is not sl^rf^r. But this conclusion is against 
the Sutrakara’s own. Not only does it contradict the 
Sutrakara so far as this Sutra ( 11 ) is concerned, but also 
as regards other Sutras, c. g.y Bra. Su. IV. 2. 17, which, 
as shown above, is consistent with the Sutra in question. 
According to the Sutrakara “ the brightening of the top of 
the heart ” mentioned in By. Upa. IV. 4. 2 ( ) 
is a sure mark of and the man being a knower of 

Brahman, as he says in Bra. Su. IV. 2. 17. “ g ”, 

according to the Sutrakara, refers to By. Upa. IV. 4. 3-6, while 
Sankara applies it to By. Upa. IV. 4. 1-6. Sankara’s con- 
clusion (q:q l) actually makes 

the Sutrakara’s position in Sutra 11 totally weak. 

Sankara takes to mean “ ?r«n ^?rcriftr?3% 

Sutra 12 

24. The Sutrakara replies to the argument in Sutra 6. He says 
that such orutis refer to those who have only committed the 
text to memory. This Sutra -is referred to in Sutra III. 4. 47. 

Sutra 13 

25. The Sutrakara says that the ^ruti in question does 
not make a rule that the knower of Brahman should invariably 
perform all actions, because the Sruti does not mention defi- 
nitely who is asked to do actions invariably, and what actions 
are to be done by him. The Sruti defines neither the agent 
nor the actions. 
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Sutra 14 

26. ^cT?T and STgiTTcI seem to be two different conclusions. 
The Isa. Sruti (2) is for praise of actions so that it shows 
that actions are more praiseworthy than renunciations of actions; 
therefore, one ( even a knower of Brahman ) should do them 
rather than renounce them. This is the position of the 
Bhagavadgita also. This does not prove that the knowledge of 
Brahman is subsidiary to actions. 

27. — Or, the Sruti is an approval of actions if a 
knower of Brahman performs them. The Scripture has no 
objection to his doing the actions. 

28 Sankara interprets as As the Sruti 

does not mention f^i but emphasises actions, it is likely 
that it praises actions as compared with renunciation of actions. 
Moreover, Sankara takes ‘ ’ i. e., the Sruti is an 

approval of actions in order to praise the Is this praise 

real or not ? The approval can be real only if the praise of 
the be real. 

Sutra 15 

29. This is also a reply to the opponent’s argument in 
Sutra 2. 

30. seems to be a reference to a Sruti according to 

which actions for a knower of Brahman are not compulsory, but 
voluntary. Cf. Mu. XJpa. III. 1. 4 which mentions the knower 
of Brahman as and again III. 2. 6 in which, the 

knowers of Brahman are described as or those who 

have renounced all actions. 

To give an option of choice between a life of actions and 
that of renunciation of actions and to prefer the former ( as 
said in Sutra 14 - ‘ praise of actions ’ ) is the view of 

the Bhagavadgita also. So, cc% may refer to Bh, Gi. See 
in Bra. Su. III. 3. 53, which also seems to refer to the Gita. 

f 

If the above-mentioned Sruti ( Mu. Upa. III. 1. 4 ) which 


sa 
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does not deny the Path oT Renunciation and yet prefers that 
of Action ( 3TTr*T^f?r; sTiTl^^r I ), as is 

the case with the Bhagvadgigta ( III. 1-8, V. 1-2 ), is referred 
to by this Sutra, we must note that this Sruti in so far as it 
implies an option of choice between and shows 

that giTftfr or cannot be subsidiary to actions ; otherwise 

the option of renunciation of actions cannot be given to the 
knower of Brahman. 

Sutra 16 

31. g — This refers to a Sruti in which the destruc- 
tion of actions is said to result on the attainment of the 
knowledge of Brahman. Mu. Upa. II. 2. 8 says “ 

I ” So on the realization of the Supreme 
Principle [ all ] actions are destroyed. For this reason also 
the knowledge of Brahman cannot be subsidiary to actions. 

32. Sankara takes as instead of 

taking he takes 

and he also adds that this is 

But, as the context shows, the destruction of only 
the actions is meant in the Sutra. And from that it seems 
to be argued that the knowledge of Brahman cannot be subsi- 
diary to the actions which it destroys. 

Sutra 17 

33. This means the students, the hermits and 
the ascetics. In the case of these three orders of life, the 
duty lies in reciting the text, but not in doing the actions or 
rites. The celibates are entitled to the text, not to the act. 

So, when they gain the realization of Brahman, the latter 
cannot be subsiduary to action. 

I 

^^34. Sankara does not take 515^ in the sense of ^ ;r g 
he rather explains in the sense of and adds 
“ By this way, perhaps, he intends to '^ring out the 

sense that only the ascetics are entitled to the knowledge of 
Brahman. But, would include also students ; and for 

the meaning of ^ as sr g see Bra. Su. I. 3. 27-28. 
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Knowledge of Brahman, not a simple reflection, but something 
to be performed, or rather an Injunction. The unanimity 
of sense of the knowledge of Brahman and Dharma. 

Sutras in. 4. 18-26 


( 5^0 ) I 

( ^3f^^T5riTTc[RTf^^ I 

( RR ) I 

( R\ ) I 

( R^ ) ^Sll I 
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TRANSLATION 

JaIMINI holds the knowledge of Brahman to be a 
thought ; and [ he says ] Mt is not of the form of an 
Injunction, because the Scripture denies all actions [as a 
help to the realization of Brahman]. 18 

Badarayana holds that [ the knowledge of or meditation 
on Brahman is something ] to be performed because of the 
Sruti mentioning the likeness [ of nature of the knowledge 
of Brahman and nature of the action], 19 

or, rather, that there is an Injunction [ for the 
knowledge of Brahman ], like that of committing the text 
to memory. 20 

If the opponent argues that, “ It is only the glorification 
due to its being received [ in the sacrifice ] ”, we reply, 

“ No, because of its having been not stated in what has 
preceded [ or because of its characteristic of being quite 
new ], 21 

and because of the Word of the existence [ of Brahman 
such as is described in the Sruti ].” 22 

If it be argued, “ They are meant for the rite ”, 

we reply, “ No, because [ the Upnisadic stories ] have 
been distinguished [in such Gratis as K^atha Upa. III. 16-17 
from the stories ] ; 23 

and because we construe the unanimity in meaning 
[ of the two parts of Scripture ] in that way ; 24 

and for this very reason there is no need of fire, fuel, 
etc., [ in the knowledge of Brahman ] ; 25 

and all requirements [ for the knowledge of Brahman] 
due to the Sruti mentioning the Sacrifice, etc., are like 
that of the horse. 


26 



NOTES 

Satra 18 

1. Having established in the preceding Adhikarana that 
the knowledge of Brahman is not subsidiary to actions or 
rites, the Sutrakara now seems to proceed to prove that the 
knowledge of Brahman is not a simple ‘ reflection ’ or ‘ thought ’ 
but it is an object to be performed. 

2. Jaimini who believed that the knowledge of Brahman 

was subsidiary to rites held that it was only a reflection but 
no action, and, therefore, it was not ‘ to be performed, ’ 

like a sacrifice. He held that there can be no Injunction 
which would make the knowledge of Brahman an action just 
as Jyotistoma is made an action by an Injunction ( 

3. ff — This is the reason why Jaimini believed 
that the knowledge of Brahman cannot be an Injunction or 
an action to be performed. The Sruti rejects actions as a 
means to the knowledge of Brahman. { 1 ) 

l ( Mu. Upa. I. 2. 12 ). ‘ ’ 

may be a reference to the whole of Mu. Upa. I. 2. 1-10, 
Cha. Upa. V. 10, and similar passages. Also, 

( Mu. Upa, HI. 1. 8 ). 

In this ^ruti is denied to be a means to the realiza- 
tion of Brahman, though jhana and dhyana are said to be 
means to it. From this, Jaimini concluded that the knowledt^e 
of Brahman is no action to be pefrormed ( 3T^?T ). 

4. According to Sankara this Sutra mentions Jaimini’s 
view that Cha. Upa. II. 23. X and other texts do not establish 
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the existence of the celibate orders of life. But the Sutrakara 
has already mentioned these STtSTiTS under the word ” 

in Sutra 17, as if nobody doubted their existence. It is 
Sankara who raises a doubt about them in his bhasya on Sutra 
17, perhaps in order to introduce thereby his interpretation of 
Sutra 18. It was not the business of the Btahmasutras to plead 
for the injunction of the (yrders of life. The Smytis, like that 
of Manu, were ment for it and do it. But here Sankara holds 
that the Sutrakara argues that the Sruti lays down the 

According: to Sankara Jaimini held that in these Srutis 
there is a reference ( ) to other orders of life, but no 

Injunction for them, because in these texts ( i. e. Cha. Upa. 
II. 23. 1, etc.,) there is no yiordlaying down the STr^HTS. As 
to the Sruti “ ” ( Ja. 4 ) Sankara says that 

this discussion of Jaimini proceeds without considering that 
^ruti. As to the question, how can there be a reference to 
the sartsrJTS if they do not exist, Sankara says, their existence 
is well known from the Smrti and practice, but not from the 
Sruti. As to the other question, how is the known, 

Sankara makes Jaimini opine that it is known from the Sruti 
in sc far as it lays down for the householder. 

It is apparent that here Sankara ascribes to Jaimini a 
view which probably he never held. The Brahamastitrakara 
was not bound to discuss whether the STtaiTs were based upon 
Sruti or Smrti and, owing to the Jabala Sruti, there was no 
possibility of the doubt put in the mouth of Jaimini. Sankara’s 
defence of what he supposes Jaimini to have held is very 
lame. How can there be even a reference to the ^f^TTS in a 
, Sruti if another Sruti did not already establish them. Moreover, 
in Sutra 18, there is no suggestion about the Gratis and 
srr^nrs, rather the context shows that a question about the 
nature of the knowledge »f Brahman is discussed in this 
Adhikarana, stj^hts having been taken as granted in Sutra 17, 
and being again mentioned in Sutras 32-34, What is the purpose 
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of mere reference to the if they do not exist ? Sankara 

says, “ Jf ” How can there be 

^3% of things non-existent ? Moreover, see Sutras 35, 36, 39 
below. These Srutis quoted by Sankara in support of his 
interpretation of ‘ fl; ’ do not deny the orders other 

than that of a householder; they simply sanction the latter. 

Sutra 19 

5. Badarayana holds that the knowledge of Brahman is 

something to be performed. He tries to prove this without 
say mg that is a ^ (a rite ). is not a ^Ir, 

but also it is not a mere rejtectimi ( ); it is something to be 
performed. This seems to be the view of Badarayana. He 
does not say it is but he clearly says, it is See 

also Sutra 34. 

6. “ Because of the Sruti about the likeness of 

Brahmavidya to the knowledge of Karman.” The reference seems 
to be to Mu. Upa. I. 1. 4-5, “ |[ ”, in which both 

Brahman and Karman are said to be ‘ Vidyas to be known.’ 
The Sutrakara seems to emphasize this similarity between the 
two topics. Brahman and Karman. On this similarity he 
argues that if Karman is 3T^?r, Brahman ( or its knowledge ) 
is also 

7 . After Saiikara adds snsmFcTClI and he gives 

the reason ^ Both these additions are not even 

suggested in Sutras 18-19 and are not favoured by the context. 
After giving that he gives the mentioned in the Sutra 
viz. Sankara says, ‘ ’ etc., is a Sruti 

referring to snsrJIIfclT as to 

Sutra 20 

8. Jaimini has said that the knowledge of Brahman is 
not of the form of a f^fq. Now Badarayana says that it is a 

i. c., In Sutra 19 he depended upon in 
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this Sutra he depends upon a about STTrOflfT. He refers to 
sentences like sHTcin sftcfS^Tt I 

( By. Upa. II. 4. 5 ), ERg ( Clha. Upa. III. 14. 1 ). 

This is a f^fkf just as the firf^ of remembering the text ( viz. 
^csnv?n?iVs«^cf«’TJ ). The next Sutra gives the reason why 
sfTIrlTlTST is a fsfBl and not a or 

9. Sankara explains the Sutra as »T ^’CliT5f- 

JTISTJj^l But there are very strong objections to interpreting in this 
way the Sruti ( Cha. Upa. II. 23. 1 ) to which Sankara refers 
this Sutra. The greatest fault underlying this interpretation 
of Sankara of Sutras 18-20, is that he has to say that Bada- 
rayana like Jaimini undertook this discussion without taking 
into consideration the 

SRT^: — Sa. Bha. on Bra. Su. III. 4. 
20). See also the last sentence of his on Bra. Su. III. 4. 18. 

Another fact to be noted is that Sankara in his bhasya 
on this Sutra (20) adds the fg “ ” for proving the 

In fact this fg is given in the next Sutra. This shows that 
the next Sutra is closely connected with this Sutra. Regarding 
the Sutrakara’s meaning of Cha. Upa. II. 23. 1 see Sutra 32, 

Sutra 2i 

10. Some opponent like Jaimini may argue that the 
is only a glorification of the individual soijl since it is 

received in the performance of sacrifices. 

11. Badarayana replies that STlrJT^fST mentioned in the 
Upanisads is “ not known in the earlier texts, ” so, it 
fulfils the condition of being a mentioned in the 

Hence it is not a or ‘ ’ is meant to 

answer the objection of ^cgrarntTcW ( Sutra 21 ) and also thereby 
to prove that, like “ sttcJTT m ” is a 

because that flrf^ is not to be found elsewhere. It was for 
this double purpose that ‘ ’ is mentioned in Sutra 21 

instead of in Sutra 20. 
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I 

12. The fact that Sankara takes ‘ as understood 

in Sutra 20 proves that Sutra 20 and Sutra 21 belong to the 
same Adhikarana. 

13. Sankara begins a new Adhikarana with Sutra 21. 

This does not seem to us to be correct for the reasons given 
above. According to him Sutras 21-22 discuss whether Srutis 
like Cha. Upa. I, 1. 3, I. 6. 1, etc., are meant for the glori- 
fication of or for Though the question here is 

undoubtedly whether a particular item is or fgBl, the Sutra 
itself does not contain any suggestion for the reference to 
Rather, according to the context the question seems to refer to 
SrflirR. ‘ ’ means “ because these Srutis are stated 

with reference to the subsidiary rites of 

should mean mere ‘ receiving ’ or ‘ being taken ’ or ‘ acceptance.’ 
Here it would be the acceptance of sTlcJT^R in sacrifices. The 
fact that Sankara takes ‘ ’ as understood proves that 

this Sutra is connected with the preceding one where 
is to be proved. 

Sutra 22 

14. ” also proves that is not 

but a If ‘ ’ means ‘ Rf«r^g[ ’ as Sankara holds, 

the Sutra refers to such Srutis as ( ( Bj*. 

tJpa. I, 4. 7 ) ; g- ( Cha. Upa. III. 14. 1 ), etc. If, 

however, means the word of the existence of Brahman 

or the Supreme Being, which would prove that the Srutis 
about it are not glorification of the individual soul, but really 
express a really existing principle, then the word refers to 
such texts as ( Cha. Upa. 

VI. 2. 1 ); | ( Ka. Upa. VI. 13 ); ^ 

^ ( Tai. Upa. II 6 ). If Brahman really 
exists, the texts about are not or glorification, but 

they describe the really existing Brahman. * ’ in the 

sense of the Mimamsa belongs to what a thing really is not. 


33 
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JTtg shows that Brahman is really as is described. Generally 
the Sutra uses the word in the sense of “ existence ” 
and does not mean ^ 

15. Sankara takes vnw?tsf in the sense of ‘ " 

and quotes such texts as ( Cha. Upa. II. 2. 1 \ 

( Cha. Upa. I. 1. 1 ). 

Sutra 23 

16 Sankara is quite correct in his interpretation of this 
Sutra, if his explanation of ‘ ’ is correct. The fact 

that this Sutra aims at showing that the episodes of the 
Upanisads are not meant to be used in the rite, proves 

that the topic of Sutra 18 is continued in all these Sutras. 
In this Adhikarana the Sutrakara tries to prove that is 

or rather a To this an opponent may object by 

saying that the episodes of the Upanisads are like those of 
the rite and, therefore, are meant for the same purpose 

in the sacrifices. The Sutrakara answers this objection by 
pointing out the fact that in Srutis like 

I ^ II 

^ i shtct; 5T^Rf??iiEr I It'S!} 

( Katha Upa. III. 16-17 ) distinguish these 3’qi^?JT»Ts from 
those to be recited at the ceremony. 

Sankara explains to mean that ®nly certain 

episodes are useful for the trrRcgqr rite and not ail, and that 
those have been mentioned in the Thus, feankara 

also supports the statement which, we believe, the Sutrakara 
makes in Sutra 19. 

Sutra 24 

17. This seems to be the conclusion drawn from the 
arguments in Siitras 19-23. SfRJTiri?! is or rather a 

and only in this way and have unanimity of 

sense; both are similar, ( see in Sutra 19 ) both teach 
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something' to be performed and both lay do'wn Injunctions, 
both are in their own way. It is thus that both are 

parts of the same Scripture. 

The Sutrakara has tried to explain Brahman or meditation 
on it on the lines of the Purvamimamsa; see in 

Sutra IIL 3. 1, in Sutra IIL 3. 5, in Sutra 

III. 3. 18, Both are laid down by independent f^f^s, so both 
are meant for different persons; and, thus, the sense of 
STlrTTfri*? does not conflict with that of There would be 

no if were while were 

says the Sutrakara. 

Compare with the above view ; — 

3T?!i f SIT ^ ?t 

t ( Br. Upa. l. 4. 15 ). 

The unanimity of and is not by subjecting 

•one to the other, hut by explaining both by means of independent 
T%Bis andj STijgs. The method of taking as 

would subjugate it to like that of taking STRJifrf^T as 

and hence there will be a conflict between the two, 
There would be a conflict also if is made subordinate 

to 3Ttrtl^{»T- The best way is to take both as established by 
different f^f^s. This seems to be the view of the Sutrakara. 
This conclusion is supported by Sutras III, 3. 20-24. 

18. The question of arsn^j^^T, as shown by us, refers to 
the <?;sE5ii^?T^T of the two Sciences being parts of the same 
Scripture viz, Sruti or Veda. And generally, ‘ eCsE^H^^TcTT ' 
should refer to the unanimity of the two parts of the same 
literature. But Sankara explains qi^i^tTrir in Sutra 24 as the 
of the various episodes icith the various fw?iis taught 
in them individually. In fact, this cannot be called 
because a passage is bound to be consistent with its teaching 
or Lore. According to Sankara, an episode of the Upanisads 
is consistent in sense with its because that episode 
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serves the purpose of ‘ alluring the student to study 

it ’ or that of “ ease of understanding This 

somewhat strange interpretation of Sutra 24 is due to Sahkara^s 
taking Sutra 2S as beginning a separate Adhikarana. 

Sutra 25 

19. 3i?r ^ shows that the same Adhikarana is continued. 

20. Because the of and is 

based on independent fstf^s for each of them, the 

does not stand in need of fire or the sacred fires, fuel, etc., 
though it is like If were fgf^JTi^r or 

then the fire, the fuel, etc., would have been required in 
attaining its aim. But it is not so, and the ( unanimity ) 

of the two sections of the Scripture is established by taking 
each of them independently, by independent f^f^s ; therefore 
requires fire, fuel, etc., but sficJTirifr (foes not need 

those things. 

« 

21. Saiikara takes this Sutra as an independent Adhi- 
karana. This is inconsistent with ‘ 3T?r tR gr ’ which shows 
that this is a corrolary of the conclusion arrived at in the 
preceding Sutra. 

22. Sankara connects this Sutra with Bra. Su. III. 4. 1 

and remarks, “ 5^R«tfScr: (a® ^ I « 1 ^ | ) 

^flr l And Saiikara . says that 

“ Because the is meant for the achievement of the 

aim of human life, the fsrar does not need in fulfilling its aim 
the duties of the order [ of a householder ] viz. the fire, the 
fuel, etc. ”. He says that this Sutra gives briefly the result or 
conclusion of the first Adhikarana of this Pada with the 
intention of saying something further. 

It seems to us that the sense of this Sutra can be well 
explained in consistency with that of the preceding Sutra' 
{ and also the succeeding Sutra, see below ), and, therefore, 
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it is not necessary to connect it with Bra. Su. III. 4. 1. Moreover, 
etc., are not the duties of the order of a householder ; 
they are means to those duties. The next Sutra emphasizes 
this point. 

Sutra 26 

23. It was said in Sutra 25 that does not require 

fire, fuel, etc. But there is a Sruti in which crq; are 

said to be the means to the knowledge of Brahman. So, the 
opponent may ask, “ How is this sacrifice which is a help 

to the knowledge of Atman to be performed ? ’’ The answer 

to this question seems to have been given by the Sutrakara 
in this Sutra ( 26 ). 

24. — This is undoubtedly a reference to a text 

like the one quoted by Sankara, viz. ailTWr 

I ( Br. Upa. IV. 4. 22 ). 

This very Sruti is referred to here as is shown by in 

the next Sutra ( i ). 

25. — This seems to be a reference to the descrip- 
tion of the horse given in By. Upa. I. 1, viz., gr STsa^sT 

II sirirV ssrrgrnfrfitssrtJn:: 

ll ( Bjr. Upa. I. l. l-2 ). The horse of an 

allegorical sacrifice is described here. 

26. =5 I The Sutrakara says that 

all need of the Sruti mentioning 5[H, etc., as means of 
the knowledge of Atman is like that of the horse described 
in Bf. Upa. I. 1. 1-2. The Sruti mentioning the sacrifice as 
a means does not require the sacred fire, fuel, etc., as said in 
Sutra 25, but it requires to be performed allegorically, not 
physically. In short, a man seeking to know Brahman need 
not perform the material sacrifice, but he should know the 
allegorical or spiritual sense of a sacrifice. Of. 

air air^ i 

alia ^ afcTsa ii ( Bha. Gi.lV. 24 ) 
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In the case of the seeker of Brahman, the Sutrakara 
makes a special mention, see Sutra 48 below. 

I 

27. Sankara also says that the requirements of the 

are discussed here. That shows that this Sutra is 

a part of the Adhikarana to which the preceding Sutra belongs. 
According to him, Sutra 25 lays down that no duties of the 
ansTJTs are required for the science of Brahman, while Sutra 26 
says that this non-requirement is partial, not absolute. There 
is an inconsistency in this statement and Sankara tries to 
solve it by saying ff arf^ ^ 

I* To us it appears that there is no such 
inconsistency, because Sutra 25 says that does not 

require fire, fuel, eic., while Sutra 26 explains that its needs 

arising from are like the horse. According to 

Sankara, ‘ ’ means ‘ the need of all snSTiT^s ’. In 

fact, the utility of in is discussed in Sutra 32. 

So, in Sutra 26, the Sutrakara discusses the nature of 
needed in sfirf^T as a means to it. The Sruti in question 
( By. Upa. IV. 4. 22 ) lays down ^fq-, 

without a reference to sn^riTS. Sankara makes a distinction 
between and, let us say, fq^^ar. The Sutrakara 

does not seem to mention this. ‘ is explained by 

Sankara in such a way as to get a Scriptural sanction for his 
distinction between and fg^Pcr i. e., to show that 

3IfsrJr^3flrs are meant for the rise of the but not for the 

achievement of the fruit of the fq^TT, the fqgt by itself produces 
the fruit. Sankara says that a horse is not used for the 
cultivation of land" but for driving a chariot only, similarly 
STTSUrq^s^s are needed for not the q?55t?qf^, but for 
only. From this it would appear as if is lower than 

but we are not to carry the simile so far. The 
simile itself, however, seems to us to he explained by referring 
the horse to the allegorical horse in By. Upa. I. 1. The Sutrakara 
refers to it as if it were well known. 


* The Sutrakara does not seem to make this subtle distinction 



SECTION* III 


Control of the mind, the senses, etc., the very basis. Sacrifice, 
donation, austerity and the duties of the orders of life 
must be compulsorily performed by seekers. Their duties 
in adversity. Optional supperssion of the actions 
of an order allowed to a Seeker. 

Sutras III. 4. 27-39 

I 

( fr#TTg; i 

( I 

( ) srfq I 

m) I 

( I 

( \\ ) ^ I 

( ^ I 

( ^ 1 I 

( ) SIR I 

( I 
( ) 3Fr^5Rrwt^ I 



TRANSLATION 


[A seeker of ‘ release ’ ] should be possessed of 
control over mind, control over senses, etc., but even then, 
because the Injunction for those [ virtues ] is subsidiary 
to those [ means viz., sacrifice, donation, penance, referred 
to in the preceding Sutra ], the latter must invariably be 
performed. 27 

— And the sanction about the food of all [ men ] is 
given on the occasion of danger to life, because the 
Sruti shows it (28), because there is no objection ( from 
the Sruti ) (29), and also the Sruti mentions it (30), and 
for this reason the Word applies to what is done with 


reluctance ( in order to save life ) (31). — 28-31 

And the duties of the orders of life should also be 
performed because they are laid down, 32 

and as a help [ to the achievement of Moksa ]. 33 

In any case a seeker of absolution should perform 
only those two because of the twofold indicatory texts. 34 

And the Sruti shows the non-suppression [ of the 
duties of the orders of life ], 35 

and, However, cdso without [ those duties ], because 
it is shown in the Sruti, 36 

and also it is mentioned in the Smrti, 37 

and [ in that . case ] special favour [ of the Lord on 
the seeker, is mentioned in the Smrti ], 38 

but the other one is su| 

Smrti ] and indicatory Sruti. 


39 



NOTES 

Sutra 27 

1. refers to ft^cT 

53^;ir^q[Rjr(;^ q^% l ( Br. Upa, IV. 4. 23 ), as 

Sankara points out. 

2. cT^lfsfq g — The Sutrakara says that evm though one 
may be possessed of ^JTa[iTli%, as he shall be ( because By. 
Upa, IV. 4. 23 is a ), he shall invariably perform 

cRt?. In the case of orders other than that of a house- 
holder ( see Sutra 48 ), the sacrifice etc., are allegorical, as 
said in Sutra 26. These, sacrifice and other means, are to be 
performed even by those who possess control over mind, 
senses, and other virtues. A householder who possesses 
these virtues should perform the real sacrifices etc., if he seeks 
the knowledge of Brahman. This seems to us to be the 
significance of g[«nfq. The difference between the performance 
of by a seeker of the knowledge of Brahman and that 

by another man is that the former is accompanied by 
while the latter is not. The difference in the mental attitude 
behind the performance of sacrifice etc., is the test of the 
thirst for the knowledge of Brahman. In this way, the 
sacrifice which is in the case of STisiqs other than 

and 3[5?roq' in the case of becomes a means to the 

knowledge of Brahman. 

3. — The injunction of is subsidiary 

to that of the sacrifice, donation, penance etc. are 

acquired by the knowledge that Brahman, which one seeks, 
is beyond and caused by action and is such that 
after knowing it, the knower is not stained by sinful actions 
( Bf. Upa. rV. 4. 23 ). Sacrifices performed without 


Zi, 
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lead to the increase of desires, but when performed with 
5nT?Tni% they become means to the knowledge of Brahman. 

srarifejTli ST3^5r- This renunciation is also 

the result of and itself results in the attainment of 

the knowledge of Brahman, Thus, the of ^Tfr^Wtr? is 

‘ a part of ’ or is su|)sidiary to the sacrifice, donation etc. 

4. ‘ ’ primarily applies to the 

sacrifice, donation etc., rather than to ^rJTfJTr^. A.nd * ’ 

seems to be a reference to the ( allegorical ) sacrifice etc., 
mentioned in the preceding Sutra ( 26 ). 

5. The Adhikarana consisting of Sutras 18-26 aims 

at proving that afj?;T^s?r is not a but yet it is it 

is not merely a reflection ( ). To prove this, the 
Sutrakara goes even so far as to assert that is a 

( 20 ), not ( Sutras 21-22 ), nor are the texts about 3TT?Tiiri«T 
meant for Because it is without being a 

or a rite, 3T[ciifR does not require %r\3(r{ etc., the 

sacrifices which are means to are allegorical like the 

horse in By. Upa. I. 1 ( Sutras 25-26 ). Thus, the Adhikarana 
of Sutras 18-26 was meant to explain the nature of 3TRJm«T; 
it is not a reflection but it is something to be performed 
without being a rite or iTRg;. The example is that of the 
allegorical horse. The presence of *5r in Sutra 26 is indicative 
of the end of the Adhikarana. In the new Adhikarana 
beginning with Sutra 27, the Sutrakara tells us what actions 
are to be performed ( ) by a seeker of release as a 
means to the knowledge of Brahman, Thus the topics of the 
two Adhikaranas are also different. For this reason Sutra 
III, 4. 27 in our opinion begins a new Adhikarana. 

t 

6. Sankara connects g«nfq g with what he takes as 
understood viz., an objection against sacrifice etc., being a means 
to the knowledge of Brahman. Thereby he brings out the 
conclusion that the sacrifice etc., are not really the means, but 
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the real help is control over mind, senses etc. But this 
removal of 5 position in the Sutra is n(rt 

lecfitimate; it cannot be connected with something not mention© 
or implied in the Sutras. 

^^^cr^I-The of is a means to fg^lT-, 

^^in ‘ rr^ffcT^rr ’ means Bl^f, according to Sankara, refers 

to in kis opinion. So, control over mind etc., ^ ® 

invariably performed, not the sacrifice, donation, etc. t 

interpretation is based upon the supposed contest of 

in cr^f ?r?rt and should refer to what ^the Sutrakara 

has said in the preceding^ Adhikarana. can be 

construed only with qiri^s. Sankara does not tell us how 
gm etc., can be performed. As to the association of an 

with the snsTOS, see Sutra 32, where the Sutrakara 
for the first time discusses the utility of the duties. 

Sankara interprets 

differently from “ ” ( i“ ^ 

?rq^SHT5[r%*» I ), hut we cannot say that refers to any^dy 

else but one who desires to know Brahman, as possessd ot 
the characteristics described there ; it cannot, indeed mean one 
who has realized Brahman. One should become ^ 

etc., because he knows that Brahman to be realized is such a^s 
neither ‘ increases ’ nor ‘ decreases’ through action, etc., 

^ He gives up and tries to see Atman. 

‘ 3 IRTR ’ of the KSnva recension is to be interpreted 

as W 

Sankara himself says. 

Sutra 28 

7. The preceding Sutra mentioned control over mind 
and senses and other virtues. Connected with this, we find 
the rules of food eatable and uneatable in the Scripture. So, 
in connection with Sutra 27, the Sutrakara discusses that rule 
about food in Sutras 28-31, and then continues the topic ot 
what ( actions ) are to be performed by a seeker of absolution 
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in Sutras 32-33. Thus, Sutra 82 being a continuation of Sutra 
27, the intervening Sutras form a parenthetical fopic. 

8. It may be argued that if a seeker of Absolution is 

possessed of control over mind, control over senses, cessation 
of all activities ( ) etc., he need not perform the sacrifice 

and other means laid down for knowing Brahman in Bf. Upa, 
IV. 4. 22. To this a reply was given in Sutra 27 that the 

was subsidiary to Now on the same 

ground of being subsidiary to it may be argued 

that he need not observe the rules of legitimate and illegitifiiate 
food, the rules of purification, etc. To this a reply is given 
in this Sutra ( 28 ). 

9. The sanction of all food or food from all persons does 

not follow from the fact that is a subsidiary 

for a seeker of absolution. The eating of all food is allowed 
in his case only on the occasion of danger of losing life 
( sn^TTR^I^ ), not otherwise. 

10. — As Sankara shows this is a reference to the 

story of ( Cha. Upa. I. 10 ) who ate the pulse 

( ) ‘ from what the rich man was himself eating * because 

he ( ) would have otherwise died, but who did not take 
water from what the rich man was drinking because he could 
live without it. in the Sutra refers to ‘ if 

in Cha. Upa. I. 10. 4. 

11. According to Sankara Sutra 28 begins a new Adhi- 

karana. To us it seems to answer a point arising from the 
fact that the for a seeker is secondary to 

as explained above, and therefore it is a part of 
the same Adhikarana as Sutra 27, though a secondary 
part only as we have explained above ( Note 8 ). According to 
Sankara the is based upon ^rutis like Cha. Upa. V. 

2. 1 and Bf. Upa. VI. 1. 14. To us it appears that these 
texts afe referred to by Sutra 29, which therefore shows the 
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way of interpreting them. If we take Sutra 28 as 
^?irrr«nfq g srraiR?i> crf^srtg, we can well explain 

why the topic of food is discussed in this context. ‘ g’ ’ shows 
that the topic of Sutra 28 is connected with that of Sutra 27. 
According to Sankara the question is whether the sanction 
for all food is laid down as a a means for the 

knowledge of Prana ” or it is only just as and 

he decides in favour of the latter alterative. As Sankara himself 
shows such an argument would be prima facie impossible 
because 3[[;i5[fnf^s are laid down by all Scriptures, while 
is opposed by them. Moreover, there is no fgfg in the Srutis 
concerned on the ground of which the opponent may base his 
conclusion. So, Sutra 28 should be connected with Sutra 27 
rather than with Cha. Upa. V. 2. 1 and Br. Upa. VI, 1. 14. 
Though the is subsidiary to it does 

not allow all food as legitimate for a seeker of the knowledge 
of Brahman. 

Sutra 29 

12. — As Smrti is mentioned in the next Sutra, 

this srsfi^r ‘ absence of inconsistency ’ refers to the srgig from 
the Sruti. So, seems to be a reference to g 5 gj 

*Tg[f?r l ( Cha. Upa. V. 2, 1 ), g f gr 

1 ( Br. Upa. VI. 1. 14 ). These Srutis show 
that in order to save sn<3Ts, one may eat all food. The important 
point is that these Srutis mention stM; the Sutrakara, therefore, 
says that only on the occasion of danger to life ( str ) all 
food is allowed by the Scripture. 

13. Sankara seems to ‘have missed the above point 

altogether. He refers the neither to a Sruti nor to a 

Smrti. He could not refer it to a Sruti because the possible 
Srutis have been used by him as an argument in Sutra 28, and 
to a Smrti because it is referred to in Sutra 30. If by 

( in his explanation of Sutra 29 ) he refers to 
the Smrti, Sutra 30 becomes unnecessary. 
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Sutra 30 

14. The Sutrakara refers to a Sinrti like Manu X. 104, 

quoted by Sankara in order to support his view that even to 
a seeker of absolution the Scripture allows all food only when 
there is a danger to life. “ ” in the Smrti and the 

fact that ate ^^triqs from what the rich man was eating 

would rather suggest that * ’ in Sutra 28 means food 

from all; but in fact it is food of all kinds, which would also 
include the food eaten by Usasti. For this reason, the 
Sutrakara seems to refer to 

?«rR5: Ir^ ii { Manu. V. 28 ) 

This would also better agree with the Srutis in question. 

15. None of these Sutras ( 29-31, see below ) refer to 

Sankara’s conclusion under Sutra 28, viz,, Cha. Upa. V. 2. 1 
is not a This also proves our view about the 

in Sutra 28. 

16. Regarding Sankara’s explanation of Sutra 30, see 
Note 13, 14 above. 

Sutra 31 

17. — ^The Sutrakara seems to draw a general conclu- 
sion from the discussion in Sutras 28-30. 

18. Owing to the fact that all food is allowed when life 
is in danger, we may apply this Word to what actions are 
done ‘ without desire ’ or per force i. e. in order to save life. 

19. 51 ®^: may be a reference to the text mentioned in 

Sutra 28 viz., Cha. Upa. I. 10. In that text when Usasti does 
not drink water from that from which the rich man has drunk, 
he says, “ gjmt % ” ( Cha. Upa. I. 10. 4 ). So, we may 

say that eating the was against his wish ( ). 

Or, perhaps the refers to a text like “ 

m II ” ( By. 
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Upa. V. 14. 8 ); M cTc?^ 

'It^FTR ?T»TfH I ( Bt. Upa. IV. 4. 23 ), ar^:^ 

( Mu. Upa. III. 2. 9 ), W ^ ( Cha. Upa. 

IV. 14. 3 ), uc?r ^ gra 5T i '«w- 

I ?! ar% stritr »i ^ sttcITR 

Upa. II. 9 ), etc. etc. 

The Sutrakara means that all these Srutis refer to sins 
or violations done by a seeker of absolution against his wish. 

20. It seems that in Sutra 31 the Sutrakara arrives at a 
general conclusion ; and that to this conclusion he refers 
under Sutra 42 (Vide Sutra 42 ). 

21. Sankara takes stcT: as referring to his conclusion in 

Sutra 28 w'z., Cha. Upa. V. 2. 1 is an not a 

See Note 15 above. aTcfJ should refer to the conclusion in all 
the Sutras. ‘ ’ according to Sankara refers to 

a quotation from the Kathaka Samhita as Sankara 
says. This text is, according to him, i. 

** meant to prevent him from wanton 
deeds, ” To us it appears that ‘ SRJWflK ’ means “ all things 
done against one’s wish, ” as shown above. This is supported 
by fifiil R ill the story of Usasti ( Cha. Upa. I. 10, 4 ) 

and by the use of ‘ ’ in Sutra III. 4. 15, 

Sutra 32 

22. Having finished the subtopic of “ duties in adversity 

( ) for ® seeker of absolution, the Sutrakara now 
resumes the main topic of what actions he should perform. 
Sacrifice, etc., were declared to be sigg?! in Sutra 27. Now, 
in Sutras 32-33 the Sutrakara says that also should 

be performed by him. 

23. — This word shows that in addition to 

and cnj?=l. mentioned in Sutra 27 as 3TTSTffl»*I3.® 

duties of the various orders of life are also to be performed 
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( ) by the seekers of absolution. The Sutrakara holds 

that only these two types of duties are necessary for the 
seeker of Brahmajnana ( See Sutra 34 ). 

24. As no particular order is mentioned it follows 
that persons in all the four orders of life can pursue the search 
after the knowledge of Brahman. The professional duties in 
the case of a seeker are discussed in Sutras 41-46. 

25. — The duties of the orders of life are laid 
dotvn in the Upanisads for a seeker of Brahman. The Sruti 
in question seems to us to be the following 

In this Sruti cr<T^, according to a commentary older than that 
of Sankara, means both the gr»iST^ and orders ( See 

Sa. bha. on Bra. Su. Ill, 4. 20 ). The Sutrakara seems to 
us to mean that this Sruti lays down the for a 

seeker of Brahman, just as Bf. Upa. IV. 4. 22, lays down qf, 
for all seekers of Brahman irrespective of the stages of 
life. ( See Sutra 27 above. ) In any case ‘ ’ means 

‘ laid down in the Upanisads for a seeker of Brahman ’. The 
Sutrakara does not accept any for a seeker of Brahman 
only because it is laid down in the Smj-ti. If he does, he 
mentions the word Smrti, e. y., in Sutra 43, In the case of 
the professional duties, the Sutrakara mentions two opinions 
according to one of which the professional duties of direct 
concern with the seeker were not allowed in the case of a 
seeker of Brahman though they are laid down ly the Smrti 
( See Sutras 44-45 ). For these reasons, we believe 
refers to an Injunction in an Upanisad regarding the 
as those to be performed by the seeker of Brahman. 

26. According to tSahkara, Bf. Upa. IV. 4. 22 and Sutra 

26 lay down the for a seeker. As no word meaning 

SIRinT occurs either in that Sruti or in that Sutra, as the 
Sutrakara { in Sutra 26 ) seems to us to lay down etc., in 
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an allegorical form ( inconsistent with the Smarta order of a 
householder ), as the same are laid down ( in Sutra 27 ) for 
all the orders seeking absolution, and lastly as the express 
word meaning an order ( ) is found in Sutra 32 and Cha, 

Upa. II. 23. 1 ( respectively, we suggest that Sutra 32 

discusses the question of the performance of the duties of 
the various orders in the case of a seeker of Brahman ( See 
also Sutra 34 ). 

According to Sankara this Sutra discusses whether one 
who does not seek absolution should perform the duties of 
the stages or not. The neither known 

from the context, nor from the Sutra and does not come 
within the province of the knowledge of Atman directly or 
indirectly. So, the question is not discussed here at all. 
‘ ’ in the Sutra does not seem to refer to “ 

” but it refers to an Upanisadic text laying down the 
for a seeker of Brahman. Moreover, the next 
two Sutras go against Sankara’s interpretation of this Sutra. 

Sutra 33 

27. In the ( Bp. Upa. IV. 4. 22 ) it is clearly 

stated that etc,, are to be performed as a help to the 

knowledge of Brahman ( cIW srtfPUT ) but in 

the ( Gha Upa. II. 23. 1 ) it is not stated that 

the duties of the orders are to be performed by a seeker as a 
means to avoid or as a to the knowledge of 

Atman, because that Sruti only lays down the as 

consistent with For this reason, the Sutrakara, in 

Sutra 33 makes it clear that snsrJTqjiTslCs be performed 

by a seeker as a help to the knowledge of Brahman, not for 
avoiding src?T5n^ as is the case when they are performed by 
by the one who does not seek absolution. is given 

by the Sutrakara independently of any Sruti, but consistently 


3S 
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with Cha. Upa. II. 23. 1. He does not refer to any Sruti in 
Sutra 33. 

28. According to Sankara Sutra 33 answers a doubt raised 

in Saiikara’s commentary on Sutra 32. In itself this is a 
wrong procedure; and Sutra 33 can be well connected with 
Sutra 32 as we have shown. The fact that refers 

to the performed by a seeker of Brahman 

proves that Sutra 32 deals with the same topic. According 
to Sankara, the for a seeker are laid down 

in Bra. Su. III. 4. 26 and a doubt raised regarding the 
same is replied in Sutra 33, This is indeed very strange. 
Sankara is at great pains to prove that the of 

sTtsra^EjIqi^s is not stated with reference to but only as 

regards The Sutra ( 33 ) itself, however, does not 

seem even to distinguish from See 

also in Bra, Su, IV. 1. 16. 

Sutra 34 

29. This Sutra seems to be . a summary of Sutras 27-33. 

30. g rcq means % In any case only 

those two types of actions, viz., as established in Sutra 

27 and as proved in Sutra 32 are to be performed 

by a seeker of Brahman as help to the knowledge of Brahman. 

There is a third ( type of ^iqjfRqjIrg^s mentioned 

in Sutra 47. This is excluded by in % q;5r and is made 
optional by In any case, under any circumstances, 

the two types of mentioned above should be compulsorily 

( ) performed, while the third type of ?nq;rR^^q;s is 
optional ( See q%oi in Sutra 47 ). 

31. 3¥Rf^|fR{^This refers to ?r tCBf *. e. the two types 

of meant by cT tCW. So, the expression ‘ g'vrqfeff ’ 

is a reference to Bj-. Upa. IV. 4. 22 ( Sutra 27 ) and, Cha. 
Upa. II. 23. 1 ( Sutra 32 ). 
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32. Sankara takes ^ as a plural form and adds Sfwfj 

as understood. But as we have shown cT should be construed 
with as understood because the word in the sense of 

type of actions occurs in Sutra 32, because a third type 

of optional helping fictions is mentioned in Sutra 47, and 
because “ ” in shows that only two types of 

actions are meant by cT So, we cannot take ‘ ’ as 

understood and interpret ^ in the plural number. According 
to Sankara, the question in this Sutra is whether the 
STTf^^I&s performed as by a non-seeker and as help to 

the knowledge of Atman differ or not; and ‘ ^ means 

in both the forms i. e., both as and 

But, ‘ ’ means * compulsion ’ in the case of the two 

types of actions, as shown by ‘ q%w ’ which refers to the 
option in the case of the third type of helping actions. 
Sankara holds that excludes the doubt regarding the 
difference in the nature of but it should, according 

to the context, exclude some actions and as shown above it 
excludes a third type of actions ; nor do the 

as interpreted by Sankara expressly mention the sameness 
of Sankara explains as and 

and refers them to texts which do not seem to help 
him. Rather refers to two Sruti texts about ?Ti|rTf^- 

and Sutra 33 itself shows that the same 

as are laid down in the Upanisads are to be 
performed as ; and Sutra IV. 1. 16 shows that 

done by a seeker of absolution is meant for 
producing that same effect. 

Sutra 35 

33. ‘ ’ should refer to the non-suppression of 

the and mentioned in Sutras 32-33 and 

27 respectively. So, Sutra 35 gives one more reason as to 
why these two types of ^s^s should be done. But the 
Sfttrakara does not accept that for his conclusion; which 
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he, therefore, draws in the preceding Stoa (34). ‘ g ’ in Sutra 
86 also shows that Sutra 35 is to be treated as a 

34. — Here we have got the exact distinction 

between the two %gs viz., and or or fe|f is 
a sentence directly making a required statement. It is of the 
nature of a rule as it were. ^5 &«t or ^ means an 

illustration or a description which corroborates the particular 
conclusion. Both fsff and refer to Sruti only. 

Thus, should mean both the types of ( indicatory ) 

Srutis ; see Bra. Su. III. 2. 11 ( has the same 

sense in Bra. Su. III. 3. 27 ); III. 4. 34 (the present Sutra). 
This shows that Sankara’s explanation of in the 

present Sutra is not correct. 

For the distinction of feff and or 
see Sutras 1.3. 15,111. 4. 34-35 (the present Sutras), IV. I. 1-2 
( where seems to correspond to ^»H?i;.), IV. 4. 20-21. 

35. ^ I — This refers to Sruti texts in which 

seekers of Brahman do not give up performing the duties of 
each and particularly those of 

who taught observed both and 

SIJI ( Br. Upa. IV. 5 ). sftftsR who learned 5rilfl[?n from 
was a great householder (JT5i5ns: — Mu. Upa. I. 1. 3) 

srfff^STJ ” are mentioned also in Mu. Upa. III. 2. 10. 

36. Sankara takes this Sutra as an argument for the fact 

that the are to be performed by a seeker as a help 

to the knowledge of Brahman. Thus, for him this Sutra 
supports not the themselves. Moreover, 

he uses the word ‘ ’ for which shows that he 

does not distinguish between and or STTrBrvTer, 

according to him, is not the of STTSTJT^^s, but the 

non-suppression of the Atman acquired by means of celibacy, 
through vices like passion etc. ( ) 

). He quotes Oha. Upa. VHI. 5^ 3. 
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Sutra 36 

37. ‘ ^ ’ shows that this Sutra does not begin a new 
Adhikarana. g shows that the preceding Sutra is a 

and this Sutra the srfq gives an option between the 

view of Sutra 35 and that of Sutra 36. 

38. Sutra 35 refers to a Sruti showing the non-suppression 

or continuance of the and Sutra 36 

seems to refer to the suppressin of the same by the word 

which means ‘ without ’ or ‘ except ’ (e. gf., »r sr^Tt3t«TJT''3n 
). Here 3T??T?:t would mean “ without the 
” because in Sutra 35, the non— suppression of these 
actions is mentioned. 

‘ sr;if*nT^ ’ means that a seeker does not give up the 
actions of any «rf?r?:T would show that he would give 

up the actions of some STlSsrflTS and also If he 

gives up those s^tlra^s, he belongs to another order of life. 

means 3T»lfw*T^ ®rfcT^!!r *. c., without non-suppression 
i. e., with suppression. 

39. This seems to be a reference to a Sruti in 

which the suppression of the duties of some of the orders of 
life is mentioned. H 5 r;g; ^ t ^ ^^'7% iif 

si5i?n ^fsr, d' 

o^c^jT^n^ ........... i ( Br. 

Upa. IV. 4, 22 ). One may not observe a particular and 

proceed e. g., from the order of a student to that of an ascetic. 

40. ‘ stfq g ’ means “ but also ” without non-suppression 

of STIsrJT^il^. So, Sutra 36 gives an option with Svtra S5 
without overruling the decision given in Sutra 34. This means, 
snssTJRl^qs and must be performed, but one may go 

from the order of a student directly to that of an ascetic, just 
as he may go gradually from one to another order and 
ultimately reach that of an ascetic. In any case a seeker 
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never remains without as said in Sutra 34, and 

does not necessarily do the actions of all by stages. 

41. Saiikara interprets this Sutra to show that 

for a seeker are not compulsory; but this interpretation is 
against Sutra 34 which makes quite compulsory. 

3T?cr5CT he does not interpret as ‘ STfcTTir ’ but he takes it 

in the sense of 3T?cntRr^^51.one who stands midway in an 
Sankara explains it as referring to ( widows, ) widowers, and 
‘ those who being very poor cannot take to the duties of any 
order of life According to him, the Sutra discusses whether 
such persons are entitled to or not. ‘ ’ refers, 

according to Sankara, to such examples as those of and 
but it is highly doubtful whether they avoided 
at all. The texts in which their names occur ( Cha. Upa, IV. 
1-2; Bp. Upa. III. 8. 12 ) do not seem to mean so. and 
had already realized Brahman ; and, therefore, we cannot 
say from the texts that they dropped which are to be 

done as a help to the knowledge of Brahman. Moreover, as 
sifq g shows, Sutra 36 is a modification of Sutra 35. See 
also Sutra 40 which contains a converse of Sutra 36 and 
thereby helps in deciding the sense of Sutra 36. 

Sutra 37 

42. g' — A Smpti text stating the gfirgg or 

suppression of the duties of some order ^or orders of life is 
referred to. Such a text is e. g., the following 

5?nc:g sm I ( Bha. Gi. XVIII. 66 ). This Smyti verse allows 
a seeker ( one who wants to “ submit himself to the Lord 
alone ” ) to give up “ all duties ” except, of course, that of 
seeking Brahman. 

I 

43. Sankara refers to the examples in the Epic of 

and others who wandered about naked and did not do the 
duties of the orders of life, and yet were great Yogins. 



Bka. St. m. 4. 27-39 


m 


Sutra 38 

44. — We may take ‘ ’ as understood 

from Sutra 37. ‘ ’ means “ special favour This 

seems to be a reference to a text like the latter half of the 
verse quoted above, viz., “ stf ?gf HI 

( Bha. Gl. XVIII 66). The seeker who gives up the duties of 
an order of life, c. g., that of a householder, and takes to the 
higher order for submitting himself to the Lord, receives 
special favour of the Lord. But this is a Smarts view and 
the Sutrakara does not seem to favour it ( See below Sutra 39 ). 

45. Sankara separates ^^<51 and 3Tg?n: which is rather a 

strange procedure, is interpreted by him in the sense 

of “ special religious duties ” and ‘ STgfJrc ’ as ‘ 

STgJli: ’ “ the favour of the Lore The special religious 

duties are those of repetition of a Mantra or the name 
of the Lord, ‘ fasting ’, ‘ propitiation of the 

deity etc., duties which, being connected solely with a man, 
can be performed by a widower and others. If a widower and 
such other persons carry out these duties, the Lore favours 
them. Sankara also quotes a verse from the Manu Smfti 
( II. 87 ) which is really meant to emphasize the repetition 
( 597 ) of the the sacred prayer to the Sun. Sankara 

gives a second interpretation of viz., the 

performed even in a previous birth or births. 

Sutra 39 

AG. This Sutra shows what is to be preferred between 
sTSffvmsr and srfvTTT^ of the duties of an order of life, between 
the view of Sutra 35 and that of Sutras 36-38. g shows that 
the view of Sutra 36-38 is not fully accepted by the Sutrakara, 
just as he did not fully agree with the view in Sutra 35. 
Or rather g shows that the Sutrakara rejects a view that 
regarded the view in Sutras 36-38 as better than that in 
Sutra 35. 
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4,7, 3r?r; — ‘ than the or suppression of or 

3TIST*I^5^ 

48. is a reference to a practice in which no ^%riT 
is dropped, 

49. i3?n?T;-— The view that the duties of all sjisriTS must 
be performed is superior to that of the suppression of any 
STTSW. Thus, the Sutrakara finally upholds the view that the 
srisrafs are to be performed by turn without dropping any of 
them for 

The Sutrakara seems to have in his mind the famous 
verse of the Bhagavadgita “ Arjuna 

wanted to give up the duties of a house-holder and take to 
or the order of a monk. He was told by the Lord 
that “ the action was better than the non-action The 
Sutrakara interprets this as meaning that if after performing 
the duties of a house-holder fully, one takes to the next 
order of life, it is a better procedure. He does not, of course, 
mean that it is better always to do the duties of a house- 
holder rather than become a monk at all. 

50. This is a reference to the or the Sruti 
in favour of the performance of the duties of sn^STfl'S mentioned 
in Sutra 34. 

51. Sankara says that is a better means to 

than He quotes a viz., qrSjr s^oii 

l ( Br. Upa. IV. 4, 9 ). In this 
Sruti nothing is said about the or ari^acrq^s^. 

He also quotes a Sruti in which a f|[5r is asked to perform 
an atonement if he remains without an order for a year, but 
which says nothing about being a better means for 

the f^?ii than Perhaps the Upanisads were not 

at all concerned with 3i??n:t^qfiq;s, because the Smftis had 
condemned them even from the society. 
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No reversion from monkhood and no professional duties 
for Monks except of a subordinate nature and 
that too in Adversity only. 

Sutras III. 4. 40-42 

( \?0 5? «Tg^Tg?TT5TTTT^^IITg[; I 

( I 

TRANSLATION 

But one who has become that [ ascetic ] should not 
become other than that { sr?r^ i. e., should not revert to 
the original order ), [ in the opinion ] of Jairaini also, 
because of the rule, difference in the nature of those 
orders, and non-existence or absence, 40 

and [ he, who has become the ascetic, should ] not 
[ perform ] even official [ or professional ] duties because 
of their disconnection ( from him ) due to the Smrti about 
the spiritual fall. 4! 

However, the followers of a certain Branch of the 
Veda mention the subordinate or side existence ( upapurvam 
bJmvam ) [ of professional duties in the case of a monk ] 
as they mention ‘ eating ( beans ) this has been explained. 42 


36 



NOTES 

Sutra 40 

1. In Sutras 36-88, it was said that one who seeks Brahman 
may become a monk from the stage of a student without 
having lived the life of a house-holder. It may be argued that 
in the same way one who becomes a monk for the sake of 
getting the knowledge of Brahman may cease to belong 
to that order and become a house-holder. This view is refuted 
by the word ‘ g ' in Sutra 40. 

51 — One who has become that ( ». e. 

a monk ) should not become not-that i. e., other than that, 
i. e,, he should not become a householder again. 

3. Jaimini also holds this view as does the Siitrakara. 

4. — These are the reasons why having 

belonged to the order of monkhood one cannot revert to an 
original stage, is the rule that from a preceding stage 

one can go to a succeeding stage of life. seems to 

refer to the difference of nature between the various orders 
viz.^ that a student is unmarried, that a house— holder is married, 
that a hermit has given up residence in the city and taken 
to the forest, that a monk has no wife with him. ‘ ’ 

seems to be the absence of a rule allowing a reversion ; thus, 

means On account of these reasons, one who 

becomes a monk is not allowed to revert. 

5. According to Sankara, this Sutra discusses the question 

whether the celibate orders of life are likely ‘ to fall ’ under 
any circumstances or. not. Thus, he takes as 

but as “ 5f sr^: ”. To explain 

bahkara quotes several sentences like 

( Cha. Upa, II. 23. 1 ), 

( Ja, Upa, 4. ), and remarks that these Gratis 



Bba. Su. III. 4. 40-42 


283 


refer to the rise of the seeker, but there are no Srutis about 
his fall. ^ ’ he seems to explain by saying “ si ^tTT^’Cr: 

“ That there are no Srutis about his fall ”, 
seems to be Sankara’s meaning of “ 3T«nsr Thus, Sankara 

says that for one who has become an ( either a life- 

long student, or a monk, or, we should add, a hermit ) there 
is no possibility of his ( 3T?r^cT ) through passion 

( ) or through a desire to perform religious rites 

of a previous stage ( ). 

To us it seems that in Sutra 40, the Stitrakara makes a 
rule that having assumed a succeeding order one should not 
revert or rather having become a monk one should not go over 
to another order than that, because he ( the Sutrakara ) wants 
to guard against a seeker’s spiritual fall. Simply by the fact 
that a seeker assumes the order of monkhood nobody can 
guarantee that his fall would never occur or that he would 
always progress well. Rather, in order that this latter aim be 
achieved, the Sutrakara advises in this Sutra that the monk 
should never revert to another order than that. He does the 
same in the next Sutra also { see below ). 

Sutra 41 

6. ‘ g- ’ shows that this Sutra is connected with the 
preceding Sutra. So, the sentence is to be construed as 

Therefore, this Sutra ( 41 ) does 

not begin a new Adhikarana. 

7. — With this word we should take “ ^ 
” as understood because in this Pada the topic is that 

of the to be done by a seeker of Brahman and was 

the topic in the preceding Adhikarana, Sutra 34 means 

313^ I. 

8. As it is the same Adhikarana along with Sutra 41, we 

have the sense: ^ *1 One 

who has become a monk cannot perform even the official 
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duties. * ’ means “ official ” or “ professional ”, that 

which refers to ov office. The word is similarly explained 

by Sankara in Bra. Su. III. 3. 32 and IV. 4. 18. See also 
Sutra 43 where “ ” refers to in this Sutra 

and in Sutra 42. 

9. srfq— ‘ also ’. This word shows that a monk can 
neither revert to his original order of life nor can he perform 
the duties of that order i. e., the order of a house-holder. 
Both these are not allowed to a monk. 

10. ‘ ’ should refer to ^ “ the 

official duties ”. The monk seeking absolution is to be disso- 
ciated from official duties also, as from a reversion to his 
original order. A seeker of Brahman may be in the order of 
a householder ( See Sutra 32 ), but if he becomes a monk, 
he cannot return to the original order ( g •TTcr^RT^ ), 

because in that reversion lies the danger of his spiritual fall. 
Similarly he should not perform the official duties because 
these have been dissociated from him on account of the Smyti 
about the spiritual fall. 

11. tRr»ngJTI»ng— Some Smrti text mentioning the ‘ fall ’ 
of an ascetic is referred to by this. Manu Smyti VI. 58 naay 
serve as such a verse : — 

?rl5r: i 

On account of such Smytis, the Sutrakara dissociates ‘ official 
duties ’ from the ascetic. 

12. According to Sankara, Sutra 41 begins a new Adhi- 

.karana, but as ‘?r. ’ shows this Sutra is, we suggest, to be 
taken along with the preceding Sutra, and ‘ ’ from 

that Sutra is to be connected with He takes 

Sutra 41 as referring to the Section of Adhikaralak^^a in 
Jaiwinishtra VI, 8, 21, Saiikara was led to this belief only 
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because the word ‘ ddhikarika ’ occurs in this Sutra ( III. 4. 41 ); 
but, as shown above, it should mean ‘ official ’ or ‘ professional 
and should be connected with the same word elsewhere in the 
Sutras, where Sankara explains it in the sense of ‘ official 
Moreover, it looks very improbable that the author of the 
Brahmasutras would criticise the Jaiminisutras on a point 
which does not at all form a part of the Vedanta doctrine. 
Sankara connects “ ’’ with the word ' ’ taken, 

as understood, but the context shows that the word ‘ ^ ’ 
should be taken as understood. This ‘ adhyahdra ’ is supported 
by all these Sutras vie., III. 4., particularly III. 4. 42, 43. 
feahkara changes qcR into ‘ ’ may 

mean “ a Law Book ” like that of Manu, or a text like the 
Mahabharata. According to Sankara’s interpretation 
in Sutra III. 4. 41 becomes almost redundant. Sankara’s 
explanation of this and the following Sutras shows that accor- 
ding to his interpretation no topic of the Vedanta doctrine 
proper is discussed here. 

Sutra 42 

13. ‘ ’ as in Sutra 36, shows that this Sutra is a 

modification of the view in the preceding Sutra. 

14. ‘ ’ means the existence of professional or 

official duties and is used in opposition to ^ ff ’ in the 
preceding Sutra. 

15. — The word as well as the word srjr 

seem to us to be a clear suggestion for the Sruti referred 
to by in this Sutra. It is very likely that here the 
Sutrakara refers to Cha. Upa. I. 10-11, particularly 
3Ti?<T]^ ^ f sri^V?n?:g5iTgr ( Oha. Upa. I. 

10. 8 ), To this passage ( particularly to ) we propose 

to take in as referring ( For srr see below ). 

16. ‘ ^qg^ snqmc,’ meps qj^or: 

By this expression the Sutrakara not only gives a clue to 
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the ^puti he has in mind, but he also gives, it seems to us, 
his own interpretation of that Sruti. He seems to mean that 
“ if a seeker of absolution has to do professional or oflBcial 
duties, they should be ». 6. of a subordinate or subsidiary 

nature. ” ‘ ^ ’ has this sense of subordination e. g. in the 
famous illustration “ ” ( Sk. on I^auini X. 4. 7 ^ 

The preposition ^q' may also mean “ superiority ” e. g., in 
‘‘ ^jqfqui^ And this sense may have been as 

well intended by the Sutrakara in “ ^q^if Thus, the 

Sutrakara interprets ‘ q^qtqf^^T ’ to mean that -ejHWUI 

did not actually act as a priest in the sacrifice of the rich lord, 
but he only supervised over the other priests that were actually 
officiating there ; so, this kind of secondary performance of 
professional duty may be allowed in the case of a monk ) 

under the conditions implied by 

17, — This has a reference to the fact that in 

case of dire necessity *5rfqqq>ir had to eat beans out of 

what remained after the owner of the elephant ( ) had 
partaken of the same. This qqfer did only because otherwise 
he would have died. He, however, refused to drink ‘ impure ’ 
water, because it was not necessary to save his life. 

18. — This is undoubtedly a reference to Sutra HI. 

4. 28, viz., There Sankara rightly 

explains cT^gVTRi;, ( in Sutra 28 ) as referring to the story of 

( Cha. Upa. I. lO ). But, somehow or other, 
perhaps due to the loss of tradition, he fails to realize that 
in Sutra 42 is a reference to the eating of beans by 
and that in Sutra 42, therefore, refers to the 

explanation of the eating of the beans by ^q^ given in 
Sutra 28 and to the rule laid down by the Sutrakara in Sutra 
31 ( ;[fBa[an^Sfqtr^T^ l ). Thus, the Sutrakara says that some 
hold that a monk may perform official duties of a subordinate 
nature only when otherwise he would die. gq’^cT 
was a seeker of absolution and perhaps he was not a monk 
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but a hermit with his wife, like Yajfiavalkya with Maitreyi, 
but yet, owing to dire necessity performed official duties of a 
secondary nature ( ). The Sutrakara applies this 
illustration to the case of a monk or even a hermit, because 
‘ ’ can be interpreted as referring to both without any 

difficulty. 

I 

19. Sankara interprets in the sense of 

and here, too, the topic of the Sutra as given by him, though 
important for the discipline of students, has nothing to do 
with the Vedanta doctrine. The discussion of the relative 
sinfulness of a confirmed celibate co-habitting with any other 
woman but his teacher’s wife is quite out of place in the 
Brahmasutras. He explains as and 

as the case in which a student who eats honey and 
meat ( ) breaks his vow and is made to undergo a 
second initiation ceremony. He explains as a reference 

to Jai. Su. I. 3. 8-9. 



SECTION V 


Duties of a Seeker who is outside monkhood. 

Sutras in. 4. 43-45 

( I 

( »» ) i 

( «H ) I 

( I 

TRANSLATION 

But outside [ the order of hermit and that of monk 
a seeker of the knowledge of Brahman may live ] even in 
both the ways, because of the Smrti text and because of 
the practice. 43 

“ [ He should do the work ] on behalf of a master, 
because of the Sruti which says that the fruit [of whatever 
a servant does, belongs ] to the master ”, so says Atreya. 44 

“ [ He should do only ] priestly duties [ at a sacri- 
fice ] ”, so says. Audulomi, “ because those duties are fully 
bought over ( ) for him, ” 45 


“ and because of a Sruti.” 


46 



NOTES 

Sutra 43 

1. ‘ ’ is opposite of ‘ ’ in Sutra 40. The 

previous Adhikarana stated what the seeker of Brahman who 
has become a hermit or a monk should do; this Adhikarana 
seems to us to say what a seeker who is outside those orders 
should do. 

2. ‘ g ' shows that the rule in the preceding Adhikarana 
is not accepted in the case of one who is outside the order 
of a monk. 

3. — This has a reference to the two forms of 
duties, primary and secondary, official or professional duties, 
mentioned in Sutras 41 and 42. A house-holder who seeks 
the knowledge of Brahman may do even both these types 
of duties. 

4. The Smytis like that of Manu lay down 
certain duties for the householders of all the three castes. 
These professional duties may be done by a householder 
seeking Brahman. Smyti may refer to the illustrations of 

and in the Mahabharata. ‘ may be a 

reference to the practice of persons like Yajnavalkya who 
taught Janaka and accepted rich gifts from him when he was 
a householder and a seeker of absolution. 

5. Sutra 43 seems to be the view of Badarayana himself, 
while the views of other famous teachers on the same topic 
are mentioned in Siitras 44-46. 

» 

6. Sankara says that if members of the celibate orders 

commit either HfiqrcHE or^qqi^, they should be excommunicated 
by the good. Thus, he takes as he does not 
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make it refer to in Sutra 40. He takes as referring 

to and though only is mentioned in 

Sutra 42 according to his interpretation. He quotes Smyti 
verses and refers to the practice of the good regarding the 
celibates who commit the great and small sins. 

Sutra 44 

7. This Sutra seems to us to give the opinion of Atreya 
as to what actions a seeker of Brahman outside tlie order of 
monk should do. 

8. ^grtfrr»I5 — Atreya thinks that one who seeks Brahman 

but has not become a monk should not do any official or 
professional, primary or secondary duties on his own account, 
but he may do such duties on behalf of a master. Thus, any 
twice-born of the three castes, seeker .of Brahman, would be 
allowed to do any duty of his own caste, e. g., a Brahmaua 
householder who seeks absolution may do ?n3I»r, and 

on behalf of a master; similarly a and a 

may do their own professional duties under a master when 
they are householders seeking absolution. 

9. — Atreya refers to a Sruti stating the fruit of 
the labour of a servant as going to the master in support of 
his view. 

Atreya seems to have in his mind some Sruti which was 
like the following verse from the Manusmrti or which he 
interpreted like it ; — 

3r?T I 

W % ere??- I! (Manu VIII. 416). 

g wiRi: II K\ ii srrnTcn g % ggwrf 

II la il ( Cha. Upa. I. 2. 13-14 ). 
u c 11 ^ ^ m 

^ II ^ II ( Cha. Upa. I. 7. 8-9 ). 
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These are They state that the US belongs to the 

master and not to the employed. From these, Atreya seems 
to have argued that because belongs to the master, a 
house-holder seeking absolution should do all professional 
duties on behalf of a master. But he should not do any duties 
on his own behalf, because that would lead to spiritual fall. 

10. According to Saiikara Sutra 44 begins a new Adhi- 

karana and has nothing to do with the topic of the preceding 
Adhikarana. The subject of the Sutra he holds to be whether the 
minor meditations are the actions of the Saerificer or those of the 
priest. The conclusion according to Atreya, interpreted by 
Sankara, is that the are the duties of the Saerificer, 

not of the priest. By he quotes a line from the Cha. 

Upa. which does not state that the are the actions of 

the Saerificer, but which rather says that the fruit goes to 
the priest who performs the minor meditation or to the 
Saerificer if the priest would so wish. Therefore, Sankara 
finds it necessary to give an argument 

I i g- 

^ l ) to prove that the 3T#qtHqs 

are done by the Saerificer. The Sruti itself does not serve 
his purpose. 3T^q(^iqs of the si^fq^rr are mentioned in Sutras 
III. 8. 55 ff; the Sutrakara was not likely to discuss the 
3T|^qT?RS of the secrificial rites for their own sake. 

Sutra 45 

11. Audulomi held that the Brahmana householder seekinar 

♦ *0 

absolution should do only priestly duties ( ) on 

behalf of a master, but not those of teaching and reoeivingr 
religious gifts ( sfsqjqq and qfBsif ). 

12. — It is only for the priestly duties 
that a Brahmana is bought and employed by a Saerificer. He 
is not bought for the purpose of teaching or any other purpose. 
The Brahmanas never taught for fixed fees, Audulomi held that 
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the only professional duty for a Brahmana householder ( who 
being a householder was outside the order of monkhood and) 
who was seeking absolution, was that of a priest, because 
only for that duty a Brahmana was employed on service, 

13. According to Sankara Audulomi held that the 

of ritualism were not the duties of a Sacrificer, but of a priest, 
because a priest was employed to do them. “ ” he takes as 

the entire rite together with its subsidiary parts. 
Sankara does not think that mentioned here is one of 

the srrf^TR^ or official duties mentioned in Sutra 41 and 
declared to be done by one who is outside the order of 
M onkhood in Sutra 43. There is no negation in Sutra 45 but 
Sankara takes one as understood. 

14. Atraya gave a wider option, in as much as he allowed 
a householder — seeker of absolution to do all duties on behalf 
of a master. Audulomi made the range of official duties limited, 
because he allowed only the priestly duties to be done. His argu- 
ment is that only for priestly duties can a Brahmana be bought. 

Sutra 46 

15. — In Sutra 45 Audulomi reffered to the practice 
that a Brahmana was employed to do priestly duties. In this 
Siitra he quotes a Sruti in favour of his argument. The Sruti 
in question is that about a priest being employed and paid 
fixed salary for doing priestly duties at a sacrfice. 

ti R II ^ 3r#?r 

^ w ^^1=3 ii \ ii 

( Cha. IJpa. I. 11. 2-3 ). Also 



( Br. IJpa. I. 3. 25 ). These Srutis show that a priest is 
employed for the priestly duties. 

Does Sutra 46 refer to a ^ruti in which a Brahmana 
householder seeking absolution does priestly duties only ? 
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16. It may be noticed here that Sutras 43-46 ask a house- 
holder seeker of liberation to do those duties which he can 
without earning a religious reward ( c. g., heaven, or wordly 
property in the nest life or even in this life ) for himself. 
He is to do them only for his master. We may compare this 
view with that of the Bhagavadgita which asks a seeker to 
do all his duties distinterestedly i. e., without the expectation 
of a reward or by dedicating the actions to the Lord. 

Of. ^ 1 

^ II Bha. Gi. lEL 19. 

and 5i?nnn?n^ i 

^ qiqqr ii Bha. Gi. V, lO, 

I 

17. Sankara quotes Cha. Upa. I. 7. 8-9 and says that 
according to thatSruti the fruit of a meditation (fgiR=ST^fTreFf) 
in a rite performed by a priest belongs to a sacrificer. 



SECTION VI 


The Injunction of other helping actions is optional 
except in the case of a householder. 

Sutras ill* 4. 47-50* 

( ! 

( I 

( I 

TRANSLATION 

[ PURVAPAKSA] — The Injunction of other helping 
means is to be regarded as optional and is a third type 
of duties, like the Injuction, etc., [ for action ] in the case 
of one who has [ committed ] that [ text to memory ]. 47 

[ Siddhanta ] — But a collection [ of those optional 
means ] should be made by the householder because of 
his completeness, 48 

because of the teaching about other helping means, 
like that of silence. 49 

[ ‘ Silence ’ means ] “ without making a show [ of 
his learning ] ” because of the connection [ of words ]. 50 



NOTES 

Sutra 47 

1. — Two helping means have been mentioned in 
Sutras 27, 32 and particularly in Sutra 34 viz,, the sacrifice etc., 
and the duties of the orders of life. A third type of helping 
action is mentioned in this Sutra. 

2. — This third type of helping act or acts is not 

compulsory ( ) like the other two ( Sutra 34 ) but it is 

optional or is only partly helpful ( q^for ). 

3. — It seems to us that the understands 

only one by this word viz., This is 

suggested by ^5^ in which refers to 

JliqWcf! in Sutra 12 ( See also Sutra 6 ), and also by the fact 
that the Siddhantin points out that other helps also are 
taught in the Scripture ( Sutra 49 ). In cT^cf arnnnr 

1 ( By. Upa. IV. 4. 22 ). 
is mentioned as a for knowing Brahman. 

Out of these, q^rif^s have been already considered; among 
other acts the duties of the orders have also been discussed. 
The ^|qq^ says that this other g:fq:iRq;lr viz., is a 

secondary one ( q%or ). 

4. — This is an illustration of a secondary 
One who has committed the text to memory is 

asked to perform sacrifices; the performance of sacrifices 
depends mainly upon his life as a and other circumstances ; 
so q^^qqjT is itself a secondary help to the performance of 
sacrifices. ‘ ’ is undoubtedly a reference to Sutras 

6 ( 5rg[crV I ) and 12 ( Sivqqqmqqia; I ). By in ?T|[5r; 

in this Sutra, the Sutrakara seems to us to suggest what 
is meant here. It is, of course, q^;i^rq;r or 
as said in the Sruti ( Bf. XJpa. IV. 4. 22 ). 
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By STlf^ in Sutra 7 and Sutras 13-15 seem to 

have been referred to. Doing of actions according to Isa, 4 is 
a or STgfrf^; so practicising or performing other 

actions than the two mentioned in Sutra 14 is also or 

Sutra 15 points out that the performance of actions is 
optional; so the Purvapaksa argues that the performance of 
other is also optional. 

5. According to Sankara this Sutra discusses whether 
silence ( in Bp. Upa. III. 5.1) is laid down as an Injunction 
or not. and are and is 

And by “ ” the Sutra lays down as a 

But this seems to be impossible because and other 
are mentioned for the first time in Sutras 49-50. Moreover, 

‘ 5 ’ in Sutra 48 shows that Sutra 47 is to be treated as a 

Again, ‘ ’ implies that meant here is 

‘ ’ is explained by Sankara as 

I. Thus, Sankara 

connects with but it seems to us that ‘ 

’T%ur’ should be taken as the construction, so that the Sutra 
makes this Injunction only partly or optionally applicable ; this 
view is supported by in Sutra 34, and by the illustrations 

in ?rsr<ft and by the next Sutra ( 48 ) which makes 

this compulsory for a householder. ‘ ’ is 

taken by Sankara as meaning that is the third as compared 
with qicJf and but is connected with the 

two actions ( ^^f3[ and ) mentioned in Sutra 34. He 

separates 5l5?r: and but this is inconsistent with 

Sutras 6, 12, 13-16 which are undoubtedly referred to by 

Sankara connects with his explanation of 

i. e., the is for i. e., a 

This is the sense he makes out from his construction of 
with Moreover, how can we explain rTSCcTS as 

and the latter as ‘ ^ ’ in cig^cr; should 
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refer to something in the Sutra ( viz., which is meant 

) and ‘ ’ is not mentioned in the Sutra. 

Otherwise, “ ?r55r: ” should be taken as a known 

illustration, in the light of which is to be 

explained, as we have proposed above. Moreover, all those 
who have got the knowledge need not be only monks according 
to the Sutrakara ( See Sutras 32, 42 ). i^aiikara seems to 
explain ‘ q% 0 T ’ in a diflFerent way also, if 

is his first interpretation of Thus, is to 

be connected with And for this last explanation 

he takes ‘ ’ as an illustration. He refers this 

to “ qifcr ” which is not fqf^qsiR, yet 

which should be taken as a fqf^. Similarly, he says, the 
Sruti ( By. Upa. III. 5. 1 ) is not principally a but yet 

it has to be construed as 

Sutra 48 

6. ‘ g ’ shows that the view in Sutra 47 is not accepted 

by the Sutrakara. In that Sutra, the opponent argued that 
the Injunction of the other helping act viz., was optional. 

The Sutrakara does not agree with him so far as the order 
of a householder is concerned. 

7. — The Sutrakara says that a householder 

must collect the other in his case it is not 

optional. To those in the other orders of life the Sutrakara 
agrees to give an option in the case of 

8. — This is one reason why the householder 

is not given an option regarding cr?:flrf^. He is ‘complete’ 

( in all things; and, therefore, he should completely 

carry out the ^n^jRsis for the knowledge of Brahman, Thus, 
bis completeness is the reason why he is not allowed any 
concession regarding the helps to the knowledge of Brahman. 

9. According to Sankara, this Sutra answers a question 


38 
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why the Cha. Upanigad is brought to an end by the mention 
of a householder ( in Cha. Upa. VIII. 15. 1 ). This question 
arises, says Sankara, because if the of the Cha. Upa. is 

meant to show the importance of the householder, the monk 
loses his importance. It seems to us that Sankara has totally 
missed the meaning of the word ‘ ’ in this Sutra. It 

has here very probably the same meaning as in 
I (Bra. Su. 11. 1. 24 ) and 

JTR w I (Bra. Su. HI. 3. 5 ). means ‘‘ collecting all the 

helps for one particular purpose,” here the purpose being the 
knowledge of Brahman. ‘ g ’ means a ‘ qualification ’ or 
‘ distinction ’ of the householder, viz., that the householder is 
particularly ‘ ’ while members of the other orders are not 

or complete. But or completeness of the house- 

holder, in the opinion of Sankara, consists in the great burden 
laid upon the householder, viz., that he is asked to do sacrifices 
and other duties which are many and which involve much trouble 
and hardship and also he is asked to observe non-injury to living 
beings, control over senses, etc., which are in fact the duties of the 
other orders of life. It is because of this great burden (^f^»T¥n«ri^) 
that the Cha. Upa. is concluded ( ) with the mention 

of a householder. This does not mean that he is superior to 
a monk, says Sankara. To us seems to mean the 

facilities, rather than the hardships of a householder, as 
compared with the wants and scarcity of a or an ascetic. 

The householder has a family, he carries out his own professional 
duties, he enjoys so many other privileges. All these are 
wanting in the case of a monk. Because of this “Completeness” 
he is not given the concession shown to others. 

Sutra 49 

10. This Sutra gives another reason why a householder 
should carry out all the ^fSFiR!j;s to the knowledge of [Brahman 
( )• There are some which can be performed 

only by a householder, who is a seeker of absolution. These 
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were not noticed by the opponent in Sutra 47 ; so the Sutrakara 
seems to draw his attention to them, in this Sutra, and to argue 
on that ground that a householder should collect them. 

11. ^»T^— This is a reference to Br. Upa. III. 5. 1 viz., 

I ertririn# snuoii: 

sgcsctrm?! f«T^rr^?T =5r?:^?r ^ 

Ir^ q:q^ rj.^ sraci^ci^in^ srtiror: 

g ^ g- sn^ar; | ” In this 

Sruti several helps to the knowledge of Brahman are taught. 

12. ‘ ^ seems to mean ‘ others ’ than that referred 

to by the opponent in Sutra 47. “ ” is an example of 

‘‘ these others, ” and it serves to help us in identifying the 
Sruti in question. The opponent had not taken these into 
consideration and the Sutrakara points to them as an argument 
why a householder who seeks absolution should collect all 
the helps to it. 

If a seeker gives up the desire for a son, the desire for wealth 
and the desire for heaven, he becomes a hermit or a monk. When 
a householder becomes disgusted with scholarship, with ^ 5 ?? 
(show of his strength of conviction) and even with the conscious- 
ness of the fact that he keeps quiet inspite of his learning, 
as did Yajflavalkya, he becomes a monk. ( For the meaning 
of see Cha. Upa. VII. 7-8 where is said 'to be a 
higher manifestation of Brahman than ) One is asked 

to be disgusted with also ; and this applies chiefly to the 
order of the householder who living in the people would keep 
quiet about his knowledge ( Sutra 50 ) but would think too 
much of his quietness and is therefore advised to be disgusted 
with this self-consciousness of quietness. In fact Sutra 50 is 
meant to show how ^rf also applies to a householder. 

13. ‘ ’ shows that not only is a 

( a help in addition to and ) but also q(fwg?Jr, 

and are to be taken in the list of which 

form a third type of helps. 
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14. — Because qjfo^gc??, and ^*1 are 

laid down in the Sruti, the householder should collect all these 

to the knowledge of Brahman. The Sutrakara seems 
to mean that and are 'helps useful chiefly 

to the householder and therefore he should collect them. This 
is a second reason for his collecting the which are 

optional to other orders of life. 

15. According to Sankara Sotra 49 is intended to 

establish that all tlie four orders are taught in the Scripture 
without distinction. Thus, according to him Sutra 49 is only a 
repetition of Sutra 26 as interpreted by him. From his inter- 
pretation of Sutra 49, he draws a conclusion viz., the four 
orders may be accepted all of them or some of them, but this 
conclusion is not mentioned in the Sutra itself. ‘ ’ is 

explained by him as the order of monk, but this is inconsistent 
with Sutra 50, which shows that is ‘keeping quiet about 
one’s knowledge’ and with the fact that according to the 
Sutrakara a householder is to eollect as a help to the 
knowledge of Brahman, means ‘ qsit 

thus he adds though it is not mentioned in the Sutra. 

The word ‘ ’ ‘ stated in the Sruti’ is also not found in 

the Sutra, though can be interpreted as “ q«n 

qqi ‘ ’ is taken by Sankara as referring to and 

in spite of the plural number, which he tries to explain by 

saying “ 

qfq This is hardly satisfactory. Moreover, 

should mean “ others than ” what is stated in the preceding 
Sutras of the Adhikarana, i. e., other ^f^Rq^s or helps than 
the one meant in Sutra 47. And lastly the ablative ease of 
should serve to establish like the same of 

in Shtra 48. 

Sutra 50 

16. This Sutra is intended to explain and thereby, 

it seems to us, to sho'^y how is applicable chiefly to q 

householder* 



SECTION VII 


A grhastha seeker may perform worldly duties also, though 
not as help to his knowledge of Brahman. 

Sutra III. 4. 51 

TRANSLATION 

[ One who is outside the order of asceticism and 
who seeks Moksa, may do ] the worldly duties also in 
order that there be no obstruction in what he has already 
begun; because we find such examples { in the Upanisads ). 51 



NOTES 

Sutra 51 

1. In this Section we should take as understood 

from Sutra 42. Also, the is mentioned in Sutra 48. 

2. What is the ? We suggest that ^ is 

implied. The context throughout this Pada is that of actions 
or duties to be done by a Mumuksu. In Sutra 47, ?rg«RT§5crc 
means in Sutra 49 means 

in Sutra 41 and in Sutra 42 have been 

shown by us to refer to to be taken as implied. Vide 
also our Notes on Bra. Su. III. 4. 32. 

3. srfq — This word shows that in addition to the two 

types of actions viz., the professional and subsidiary duties 
which a grhastha seeker is allowed to do ( in Sutra 43 ) 

and also in addition to the which he is asked 

to perform compulsorily ( Sutra 48 ), he should do also the 
worldy duties, like the marriages of his own children, the 
investiture of his sons with the sacred thread, etc. 

4. — The grhastha Mumuksu is here allowed 

to do himself these kinds of really worldly duties in order 
that there be no obstacle ( ) in the worldly life which 

he has begun ( ). The other duties viz., ( Sutra 

III. 4. 26 ), { Sutra. III. 4. 32 ), the third type of 

( Sutra III. 4. 47 ) are to be done by the grhastha 
Mumuksu in order that they be useful to him in the attainment 
of Moksa ; but the worldly duties like the sons’ investiture 
with the sacred thread, etc., are to be done by him in order 
to avoid any hindrance in his wordly life. 

5. This refers to the examples of Yajfiavalkya 
and others who sought Moksa but who when gfhasthas 
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continued doing their worldly duties. Thus, Yajfiavalkya was 
going to divide his property between his two wives before he 
thought of renouncing the world. The example of 
who maintained his wife can also be given. 

I 

6. Siahkara takes as and in fact 

the single word means to him ‘ ^ ’ 

i. e,, ‘ The reward of the Lore of Brahman is achieved in 
this very life. ’ We find no justification for his changing the 
sense of ( “ in this world ” to “ in this life ” ) and for 

his addition of which is not even suggested by the 

context of the Adhikarana or the Sutra. Moreover. Sankara 
explains aTsr?g?rJr%?rs^ as STHm sr^^cTsrflrsjf^. He takes iregcT 
as which is the topic in hand in Bra. Su. III. We must 

also say that if si^g?r refers to the book of Brahmasutra 
then it can refer to but how can we be sure that 

refers to the book of Brahmasutra ? Bather, sr^gcl should 
refer to what is begun in the life of the seeker who is out- 
side the order of monkhood. Again, if we take SRgjr as 
then the ^ means “ 

atfJT thus 3?fq will have to be 

interpreted as which is not the sense of gjf^ at all. grfg 
means also and will include the possiblity of the other 
( life, according to Sankara ), but his interpretation of STST^ggr- 
excludes all such possibilities. Lastly, he takes 
as 5^fgfc5rincJT?ft which is in accordance with his 

men interpretation of and and his own 

addition of Keally speaking, he ought to have 

given the example of one who attained the in this 

life after performing the means of but he gives no 

such example. We cannot add to the “ sn?fr^ also. 



SECTION vm 


No Time-rale regarding the Achievement of the Moksa, 
even after the practise of its Means. 

Sutra in. 4. 52. 

TRANSLATION 

T HERE is no ( time- ) rule regarding the iruit in the 
form of release { to be achieved ) thus, because of the 

definite statement about those who are in the seeker’s 
state ( for a long, long period ). . 52 



NOTES 

Sutra 52 

1. ‘ ’ seems to refer to the fact that the seeker of 

Brahman has to do the several duties enumerated in Bra. Su. 
III. 4 as help to the knowledge of Brahman, viz., ( 1 ) the 
sacrifice, donation, and penance, ( 2 ) the duties of his order 
of life, and ( 3 ) other helping duties if he belongs to the 
householder’s order. 

2. The fruit in the form of liberation is mentioned 

in Bra. Su. III. 2, 38-39 ( g'«Tq%: I i ). It is 

stated there that this fruit is to be obtained from Brahman 
itself because this is quite proper and because this is stated 
in the Sruti. 

3. 3rfi|triTJ--The Sutrakara here asserts that there is no 

rule regarding the attainment of the fruit in the form of 
release after a seeker has begun his effort to get the knowledge 
of Brahman and to perform the actions intended to be a help to 
that knowledge in the achievement of liberation. We believe, 
this absence of rule refers to the absence of a tuIg Tcgavding 
the time of release after a seeker begins his course on the 
Path* to emancipation. The Sutrakara here seems to us to 
contrast the with the the latter which is 

achieved solely by performing the Jyotistoma Sacrifice is 
obtained immediately in the next birth after the sacrificer has 
performed that sacrifice; but the gfwKS the attainment of 
which depends upon the knowledge of Brahman helped by 
the performance of certain duties cannot be assured to the 
seeker even after one or any number of years. Here we may 
quote a line from the Bhagavadgita : — 

to ( Bha. Gi. VI. 45 ) 

S9 
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There is no rule that can be achieved immediately 

after the particular life in which a seeker who makes an effort 
comes to an end. Innumerable lives of such efforts may still 
follow before the emancipation is realized. 

We make the above suggestion about the interpretation of 
on the following grounds : — 

(i) The is dependent upon the knowledge and 

also certain actions. We think, this fact is referred to in the 
Satra by the word ‘ ’ “ thus ”, which, as we stated above, 

should be taken as a reference to the subject-matter of this 
whole Pada or even to that of this entire Adhyaya. 

(ii) We believe that the next Sutra ( I 

Bra. Su. IV. 1. 1) refers to the return of the seeker to this 
world many times before he obtains the knowledge of Brahman 
(Bra. Su. IV. 1. 13 ) and conveys a sense similar to 

'I’cf I ( Bha. Gi. VI. 45 ) 

(iii) The third reason is which we shall 

explain below. 

4. — There is a definite statement ( ) 

about those seekers who are in the state or stage of that i. e. 
in the state of ( carrying out ) the ^i^s mentioned in the 
third AdhySya ( called )- As this Adhyaya finishes 

the statement of the i^i^»rs and as Sutra IV. 1. 13 ( ) 

refers to the attainment of the knowledge of Brahman, we 
may conclude that means those who are in the seeker’s 

stage not for one life, but for many lives. The Sutrakara may 
be referring to texts like the following verse: — 

^ ii 

( Mu. Upa. IIL 3. 6 ). 
’’ would mean that these seekers are freed at the 
time of the end of the Para ; so that they are not released for 
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a long, long period. They continue to be seekers only till then. 
This shows that a seeker may be born and reborn on this 
earth many a time before he attains the realization of Brahman 
which entitles him to Moksa after exhausting his prarabdha 
kuTmctns in his Icist birth on this earth. 

5. in should refer to srHf which is 

said to be the means to in Sutra III. 4. 1 ( 

) and to which some ^^fq[s are said to be 

in this Pada. ‘ ’ would be one who is in the 

state of the knowledge of Brahman, but not as yet 
in the state of liberation. 

t 

6. Sankara takes as a reference to the preceding 

Sutra ( 51 ) as interpreted by him. But his interpretation 
does not seem to be that of the Sutrakara, as we have tried 
to show. Moreover, would go with and would 

refer to the means to that goal discussed in this and other 
Padas of the Brahmasutras. Sankara explains ‘ ’ as 

SF^fr: i e., as »r I 

Thus, he interprets as the absence of a rule about the 

difference of degrees ingi%. cannot be legitimately changed 
to Moreover, the point of discussion in this 

chapter is the Means to liberation, and not the itself. 

The F^^q’sr%f5F?TO: would be a proper topic for the 

fourth Pada of the fourth chapter. He takes 
( separated from ) as and ‘ ’ he 

explains by Thus, he adds ‘ nqjFsqcF ’ to the 

Sutra in order to deny the which he has added to ^qriT. 

From the mention of and from the context it 

would appear that crg[^ refers to ^fsi, the knowledge of Brahman. 
Sankara does not quote a Sruti in which is definitely 

stated to be one and uniform ( W ), but he gives an 
argument viz., 3%^ gxF?n^«n, sT ^ ; and 

then he mentions Srutis about the nature of Brahman ( By. 
Upa, m. 8. 8, Ch". Upa. VII. 24. 1 ). 



CHAPTER IV 


SECTION I 

Return of the Seeker of the knowledge of Brahman 

Sutras IV. I 1-2 

( % ) I 

( \ M I 


TRANSLATION 

[ The seeker of the knowledge of Brahman] returns 
this world frequently, because of the teaching, 


and because of an indicatory text. 



NOTES 

Sutra 1 

1. In the third Adhyaya the SutrakSra has stated all 
the means to the knowledge of Brahman and at the end (Braw 
Su. m. 4. 52 ) we are told that there is no fixity regarding 
the time for the attainment of the fruit of Liberation. This last 
Sutra makes it clear that now no more means to the knowledge 
of Brahman remain to be stated in the Brahmastitras. .The 
uncertaintity about the fruit in the form of Liberation is, of 
course, not due to any defect in the means of Liberation viz.^ 
knowledge of Brahman, but is due to the fact that it cannot 
be told definitely when a man who carries out all the means 
to the knowledge of Brahman stated in Bra. Su. III., would 
attain that knowledge. It is in this respect that the attainment 
of the knowledge of Brahman and the performance of a 
sacrifice differ, and consequently their results, liberation and 
attainment of heaven, also differ. 

In the case of a sacrificer we know that at a particular 
time he finishes the sacrifice and that now in the next birth 
he is entitled to, and will surely, obtain heaven. In the case 
of seeker of Moksa, which is to be obtained through the 
knowledge of Brahman, we do not know when he would 
realize Brahman or get the right knowledge of Brahman and 
therefore we cannot say when he would get Libration. He may 
be required to carry out the means to the knowledge of 
Brahman ( mentioned in Bra. Su. Ill ) through a series of 
births before he finally knows it. Thus, in his various births 
he has to learn nothing new, but he has to practise the same 
means till he gets the knowledge of a Brahman. 

In other words, we may distinguish between persons of 
three stages viz,, one who has to know and carry out the 
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means to ETfFf r, ( 2 ) one who has known and who has to 
repeat the means to srmrfir ( q^- 

Bha. Gi. VI. 45 ), ( 3 ) ond one who has known Brahman and 
“ has to wait till he is released from the body ” 

l Cha. Upa. VI. 14. 2). The first is the stage 
of pure or mere the second that of and the 

third that of srq^^lTR- We shall see that the -last stage is 
followed by ( Bra. Su. IV. 2 ), the journey on the Path 

of gods ( Bra. Su. IV. 3 ), q^qf% ‘ union with the Para ’ 
and ‘ the manifestation of the liberated from the 

Supreme One after union ’ ( Bra. Su. IV. 4. 1-2 ). 

The first stage is finished with Bra. Su. Ill, the second 
stage seems to be described in Bra. Su. IV. I. 1-12 and the 
third in Bra. Su. IV. 1. 13-19. 

The fourth Adhyaya of the Brahmasutra is the chapter of 
the Fruit ( ). For this reason also we have to conclude 

that the third Adhyaya has finished the description of the 
means to Liberation and that the fourth is concerned <mly with 
the result of those means. 

The first Sutra { Bra. Su. IV, 4. 1 ) if referring to the 
rebirths of the seeker of srfRrrq shows that the have 

been completely mentioned in Bra. Su. Ill and that now tho 
condition of a seeker who has carried out those is 

described in Bra. Su. IV. 4. 1. 

2. — This word ordinarily means ‘ return ’ «. e, 

return to this world. In Bra. Su. iV. 4. 22 ( sRif 1%: 

5 isqr^|) the word ‘ ’ is used in the sense of non- 

return to this world and that Sutra refers to such S'rutis as 
Bp. Upa. VI. 2. 15 and Cha. Upa. VIII, 15. 1. In the case of 
gods who attain the knowldge of Brahman, the Sutrakara 
says that there is no inconsistency even if gods return, to 
their place after they know Brahman ( 

,l~Bra. Su. 1. 3. 30 ) 
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In the Arunika Upani^d we read “ 

I (Aru. Upa. 2). This is a very late 
Upanisad and it is not likely that the Sutrakara would refer 
to it. Morover, in Sutra IV. 1. 3 we are told* that these 
seekers of g§r^[»i understand Brahman as their Atman and 
make others understand it as such ; so, we cannot say that 
the Sutrakara here ( in Bra. Su. IV. 1. 1 ) asks the seeker 
“ to revise ” his texts. For the same reasons also, we cannot 
agree with Sankara who explains as ‘ repetition 

of the cognition of Brahman.’ It is the and the 

or fruit of the means mentioned in Bra. Su. Ill seems to be 
discussed here. Moreover, this kind of repetition is already 
implied in the act of meditation taught in Bra, Su. III. 3. 16, 
35-36, etc., 

3. ‘ should be taken with rather than 

with as Sankare does, because along with ‘ ’ 

the question arises ‘ how many times the return is to take 
place ( or the repetition of the cognition is to be carried out ). ’ 
The expression ‘ ’ in Cha, Upa. V. 10. 8 also 

supports this view of ‘ 

4. — This is a reference to a text teaching that 

the means to are to be carried out in a series of births, 

or that ‘ the right understanding of Brahman ’ is 

obtained not always in a single birth but after a series of 
births, or a seeker of absolution is said to return to this world 
frequently before the gets it. 

5. According to Sankara, the Sutrakara here uses ‘ 

in the sense of repetition or revision and he explains 3Tr|;f% 
as ‘ the repetition of the cognition of Brahman. ’ 

He takes with and says that the precept 

of hearing, pondering over, and realizing is given 
frequently in the Upanisad; and, therefore, that 

precept suggests ‘ the revision of the cognition 

Even in the texts where precept is given only once, the 
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cognition should be frequently repeated, says Sankara ( See 
our notes on and above ). We think, ^q^JET, 

should be a reference to a text in which the return of a seeker 
of absolutiorf is mentioned. Even if we take with 

there should be many texts mentioning which 

should be pointed out as referred to by the Sutra. 

Sankara says that Bra. Su. IV, 1. 1-12 is 

Sutra 2 

6. ■— This is a reference to a text in which the 

return of a seeker of the knowledge of Brahman is mentioned 
e. g., qg[JI^ 1 ( Bha. Gi. VI. 45 ), qf»rf 

iriW5n?OT srqii% i ( Bha. Gi. VII. 19 ). 

t 

7. Sankara says that also linga, by which he quotes a 
Sruti, shows the repetition of the cognition of Brahman. 
His Sruti is Cha. Upa. I. 5. 1-2 in which the knowledge of 
the Sun is said to give only one son, while the knowledge of 
the rays of the Sun is taught as a means to getting many 
sons. Sankara says that this teaching of Cha. Upa. I. 5. 1-2 
proves the repetition of the cognition; and, therefore, all 
cognitions require to be repeated. This seems to be his 
application of Cha. Upa. I. 5. 1-2 to the knowledge of Brahman. 

After explaining the two Sutras, Sankara enters into a 
discussion as to whether is necessary or not for 

knowing Brahman. The result of the discussion is that Sankara 
admits that is not useful to the best type of student 

( ), which is, of course, rare; it is useful to the 
dull-minded or mediocre student only. As regards Sankara’s 
contention that and sTITff^T are not subject to iitRr, see 
Bra. Su. Ill 4. 18-26. 



SECTION II 


Work oj the reborn Seeker: His approach to and 
His Precept about Brahman. The Symbol of 
Brahman, and Parts of Brahman. 

Sutras IV. 1. 3-6 

( ^ ^ I 

( » ) ^ 

( H I 

( ^ ) 3ri%qfTf^?T5r^5^Tt I 

TRANSLATION 

But they approach and make others understand 
[ Brahman ] as their very Self { Atman ). 3 

Not in the case of the Symbol, because it is not That, 4 

[ They ] view [ the Symbol ] as Brahman, because of 
the excellence [ of the Symbol ]. 5 

And [ they have ] the notions of the Sun, etc., in the 
parts of Brahman. 


6 



NOTES 

Sutra 3 

1. This Adhikarana seems to describe what the 

the seeker of the knowledge of ©rahman, who has been 
carrying out the means to that knowledge, does when he 
returns to this world frequently. 

2. 3TirTr% — In Bra. Su. III. 3. 16 ( ), 
we are told that Brahman or Purusa is to be meditated upon 
as identical with the soul of the meditator. In consistency 
with this, the Sutrakara says that seekers of the knowledge 
of Brahman returning to this world approach Brahman as 
their Atman and make others understand It as such. 

3. — The Sutrakara seems to use this verb 
significantly. The seeker of the knowledge of Brahman who 
has been carrying out the means to Brahmajnana, the medita- 
tion on Brahman as Atman ( the Self of the meditator-Bra. Su. 
III. 3. 16, ) and the other helping actions, when reborn, 
approaches Brahman as his very Self and also makes others 
understand it as such. This shows that in his case no new 
meansf or the knowledge of Brahman remains to be practised. On 
his return he accepts Brahman and a/pfroaches It as Atman ; this 
he does till he himself realizes It as such. We may reasonably 
suppose that on the realization of Brahman he ceases also to 
teach It to others. The Sutrakara mentions only the disposal 
of the actions after the attainment of the knowledge ( 

Bra. Su. iV. 1. 13 ), and nothing else. 

4. — As shown above, it is only the seeker of 
the knowledge of Brahman who has been for a long time 
carrying out the means to it and is constantly reborn in this 
world, who teaches and makes others understand Brahman as 
Atman. The man who hae understood It as such, gives up 
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teaching It to others. 
HI. 3. 16. 


Cf. 



I Bra. Su. 


With ‘ ’ we should compare Bra. Su. 1. 1. 

29-30 viz., ?T and 

5[ri^^Sn Both these Sutras refer to Srutis 

according to which those who know Brahman ( theoretically ? ) 
taught it to others as Atnoan. The former Sutra refers to 
what Indra told Pratardana Daivodasi, viz., snurflfer 

sr^lfUr # wn3’!:5|criTrc5!’7I??^ I ( Kau. Upa. III. 2 ). He meant 
that Brahman is to be meditated upon as the Self of the 
meditator. It was in this sense that he said ‘ I ’ 

( Kau. Upa. III. 1). The second Sutra refers to the illustration 
of Vamadeva who actually realized Brahman and the whole 
world as identical with his own Self ( Bf. Upa. 1. 4. 10 ). 

5. ‘ g ’ shows that because the seeker of the knowledge 
of Brahman returns to this world, we should not suppose that 
he does worldly actions, or that he has to go through the 
primary steps preceding the approach to Brahman ( or acceptance 
of Brahman ) as Atman. The only thing that he does is to 
approach Brahman as Atman and to teach It as such. €f, 
Bha. Gci. VI. 42-44 

+ + + . 

cfsr ^ I 

g- crat II II 

w. 1 

ii «« ii 

6. According to Ankara this Adhikarana discusses the 

question whether the Supreme Lord is to be understood as 
identical with the self of the seeker or as different from 
one’s own self. But, as we have already shown, this question 
seems to have been discussed in the Chapter of the Means 
viz., Bra. Su. III. 3, 16-17. According to Sankara the subject 
of is gn^rstt and others and that of jns^ST is 
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Thus, really, and 

same sense according to Sankara. Sankara in his commentary 
on this Sutra raises several objections against his view about 
the complete identity of the individual soul with Brahman and 
answers them ; but, in fact, this is the topic of Bra. Su, II. 
3. 28-32. 

Sutra 4 

7. This Sutra is closely connected with the preceding 
Sutra, as will be seen from the interpretation given below; 
and, therefore, we propose that it should be joined to the 
preceding Sutra and should not be taken as forming a new 
Adhikarana. 

8. ‘ STcftlJ ’ should mean a symbol and here it means the 

symbol of Brahman which is the object of and 

in the preceding Sutra. Under Sutras III. 3. 25-26 we have 
already suggested that the Sutrakara in those Sutras seems to us 
to discuss the question of the meditation on the syllable ‘Om’. 
In those two Sutras the Sutrakara has stated nothing about 
the procedure of the meditation on the Pranava, though he 
does say that the Pradhana ( i. e., the arupvat aspect ) and 
the Purusa ( i. e. the rupvat aspect of Brahman ) are each of 
them to be meditated upon as the very Self of the Seeker 
( Vide Bra. Su. Ill 3. 16 and 43 .). However, from Mu. Upa. 
I. 2. 2-3 which is the visayavakya of the Sutra dealing with 
the meditation on the Pranava ( Bra. Su. HI. 3. 35 ) we learn 
that the Pranava is the bow, the individual soul is the arrow 
and Brahman is the aim to be hit Mu. Upa. I. 2. 4 ). In the 
present Sutra ( Bra. Su. IV. 1. 4-5 ) the Sutrakara seems to 
tell us how the Seeker when reborn on this earth in an 
advanced stage looks upon the syllable Om which is the 
symbol of Brahman, 

We may add here that the .word in this Sutr^ cannot 
mean the symbols (?) of Brahman, like manas, Aditya, etc. If 
by mtnas^ Aditya, ete,^ are meant those which are meditated 



BrIi S6. IV. 1. 3-6 


Sir 


upon in the voluntary meditations on Brahman ( Brahmanah- 
kamya-upasanah-Bra. Sti. III. 3. 60 ), we suggest that no 
kdmya meditation on Brahman is likely to be discussed in the 
present context (Bra. Su. IV. 1). We even doubt whether in the 
kamya meditation on Brahman, the mind, the Sun, etc., stand 
at all as a symbol of Brahman properly so called. What is 
done in those meditations is that the Seeker of a particular 
fruit meditates on »Tpqr, etc,, as Brahman, but he does 

know that the Brahman is much moft'C than ffW etc. In the 
meditation on the syllable Om, on the other hand, the Seeker 
of emancipation does know that ‘ Om ’ is the representation 
of the entire Brahman and, therefore, in that case ‘ Om ’ is 
rightly the symbol of Brahman. 

Again, the word cannot mean the Sun, the Moon, 

the Earth, etc,, which are the angas t ( parts or limbs ) of 
Brahman and the meditation regarding which is discussed in 
Bra. Su. HI. 3. 55, because these also cannot be properly 
called the symbols of Brahman and because the Sutrakara 
discusses them separately in Bra. Su. IV, 1. 6. 

For these reasons the word STcft^ seems to us to mean 
the only symbol of Brahman, viz., the syllable Om. 

9. ^ STcflr% — In the preceding Sutra it is said that the 
seekers of the knowledge of Brahman approach Brahman and 
make others understand Brahman as their Atman. In this 
Sutra we are told that the seekers do not look upon Om the 
Symbol of Brahman as their Atman. We have to add 

^ from the preceding Sutra to this Sutra. 

10, ^ ^ ‘ ’ means sn?*!! mentioned in the preceding 

Sutra. 

if — This gives the reason why the seekers of the 
knowledge do not look upon the Symbol of Brahman as Atman. 

f Anga means a part or a limb and, therefore, also the 

«5c., cannot be symbols of Brahman, 
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«I ff ” means “ because the Symbol is not Atman 
Brahman is the Atman of the meditator, but not so the Symbol 
of Brahman, viz., Om. 

11. J^ahkara interprets sr<fir^ as referring to the various 
meditations of the mind, the Sun, etc., as Brahman. And 
according to him, the question discussed here is whether 
should be made in those meditations or not. To us it appears 
that the process of the meditations on etc, which 

are to be meditated upon in the has 

been already explained in Bra. Su. III. 3. 61-66. Moreover, it 
would be rather very improbable, if not ridiculous, that a seeker 
of Brahman would be at all thinking of meditation on ^niT, 
as his own Self ( ). We have suggested that the Sutra 

discusses the possibility of ‘ Om ' being looked upon by the 
meditator as his own Self. 

With STcFt* ^atikara takes ‘ ’ as under 

stood ; but the context requires us to take as understood ‘ 

5^ ’ from the preceding Sutra. ‘ ?r: \ in the 
Sutra, means, according to Sankara, ‘ ’ and to q' % 

” Sankara adds “ sicft^RR Thus, 

‘ 5fT SRfi[% ’ means “ q STcft^RlcqJl^ ’’ and q 

means Sfeft^ffT thus 

‘ q fk ^5 ’ is not explained by Sankara as a reason for “ ^ 
”j bat in fact, according to him, both the sentences have 
almost the same sense. ‘ ^ ^ w’ should mean, * The 
is not that ( *. e., Atman )’, ‘ w. ’ being a reference to Atman in 
the preceding Sutra. According to Sankara, the in 

the ease of STTrJTr is already denied in Bra. Su. III. 3. 

57. The other reasons against identifying SRflf^ with the Self 
of the meditator are not given in the Sutra. 

To us this Sutra does not appear to discuss the question 
of the procedure of what Saiikara calls SRftsj^qt’^rqrs, but it 
tells how the seeker of the knowledge of Brahman when 
‘ frequently reborn ’ on this earth before getting the knowledge 
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looks upon Om, the symbol of Brahman. He looks upon the 
Pranave not as Atman because It is not Atman. He regards 
it as Brahman ( See the next Sutra ). 

Sutra 5 

12. In the preceding Sutra we were told that the seekers 
of the knowledge of Brahman do not look upon the Symbol 
of Brahman as Atman. This Sutra seems to state that they 
look upon the Symbol as Brahman. Thus, this Sutra is 
connected closely with the preceding Sutra and should not be 
taken as a new Adhikarana, as Sankara does. 

13. ‘ sr§rffi: ’ meane ggr ^qq^sf?cT g- 

and the object of these verbs is the SRftqi. The seekers of 
the knowledge of Brahman look upon the as Brahman. 

‘ ’ should be taken as understood from the preceding 

Sutra; so, the Sutra would be srcft% sTlTSf^:. 

14. — This gives the reason why the seekers look 

upon the STcft^ of Brahman as Brahman. They do so on 
account of the excellence of the Thus, the excellence 

( ) here means the excellence of the or the Symbal 

of Brahman, viz., Om. Of. the statement of Mu. Upa. I. 2. 3 
in which the Syllable Om is said to be the great Weapon of 
the Upanisads ( ). 

15. Sankara says that this Sutra discusses the question 

whether in the STrft^qt^qs (?) like ( frqlsT^tgqr^cT, 
sl^qr^^r;, etc. ) the mind, the Sun, etc. are to be meditated 
upon as Brahman or whether Brahman is to be meditated 
upon as the mind, the Sun, etc. To us it seems that this point 
is already decided by the conclusion in Bra. Su. HI. 3. 65-66. 
Sankara connects with taken as understood. 

He explains as 

i. The - arguments for the identification of 
the mind, the Sun, etc. with the parts or limbs of Brahman 
seem to have been given by the Stitrakara in Bra. Su, III. 3. 
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65-66. To us this Sutra seems to state how a seeker of 
Brahman, asked not to look upon ‘ Om ’ as his Self, would 
regard the Pranava when reborn on this earth in an advanced 
stage. He approaches Om as Brahman because of Its excellence 
as a meens of liberation ( — Mu. Upa. I. 2, 3 ). 

Sutra 6 

16. In the preceding Adhikarana we were told how an 

advanced seeker of the knowledge of Brahman looks upon 
‘ Om ’ the of Brahman. In this SQtra, the Sutrakara 

seems to tell us how he looks upon the Sun, the Fire, etc. 
which are the limbs of Brahman. This context as well as ‘ ^ ’ 
in this Sutra shows that this Sutra is part of the same 
Adhikarana, as the preceding Sutra. This ‘ ^ ' also shows that 
Sutra 6 is the last Sutra in the Adhikarana. 

17. ‘ ’ in this Sutra should be contrasted with sr^% 

in Sutra 4 and in Sutra 5 in which it is implied. Just as 
sicfl% meant g§ror: 5Tcft%, so in this Sutra would mean 

18. — The advanced seeker has the notions 
of the Sun, the Moon, the Earth, the Fire, the Wind, etc., in 
the limbs or parts of Brahman, in the body of Brahman. Cf. 

%r: %^t: i gig: sinJit 

ii ( Mu. Upa. II. 

1. 4 ). He looks upon the Sun, etc., as the siff or body of 
Brahman and teaches them to others as such ( 

^ in Sutra IV. 1. 3 ), In Bra, Sti. III. 3. 61-64 the 
siffs or parts of Brahman like the the Sun, the Wind, the 
Ether, the Water, the Earth, etc., in the siffiggsci: 
were taught to be meditated upoii-,as the sri^gs, viz., the head, 
the eye, the breath, the body ( the bladder ( gfer ), 
the feet, etc,, ( Cha. Upa. V. 12-18 ), and in Bra. Su. III. 3. 
65-66 another view about this process of meditation was 
established. In this Sutra ( IV. 1. 6 ) the Sutrakara tells us 
that the advanced seeker looks upon the Sun, etc., as forming 
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( the parts of ) the body of Brahman. Thus, Sutras III. 3. 
61-66 give the earlier stage, while Sutra IV. 1. 6 gives the 
later, more advanced stage. The former stage is that of 
the latter describes a period after the ^gjfs have been carried 
out but hefore the knowledge of Brahman is acquired. 


19. This gives the arguments for 

It is quite reasonable that the advanced seeker has the 
notions of the Sun, etc., in the parts of Brahman. On Brahman 
itself he look upon as his own Atman, and on ‘Om’ the Symbol of 
Brahman he looks upon as Brahman; so, it is quite proper, that in 
the limbs of Brahman he has the notions of the Sun and others. 
Whether he has adopted the procedure of meditating on the 
parts of Brahman as their respective snST^rs or whether he 
has meditated upon Brahman as consisting of so many parts 
( Bra. Su. III. 3, 61-64; III. 3. 65-66 ); in an advanced stage 
he comes to believe that the Sun, etc. are parts or srifs ( of 
the body ) of Brahman ( Bra. Su. IV. 1. 6 ). 

20. 31% — It seems that 3T% should be understood as 
Sankara also takes it similarly. The plural of ;iflr ( in 

) and the form 3?%^ in Bra. Su. III. 3. 61 with 
which this Sutra is connected support our view. 


21. Sankara says that this Sutra deals with the question 
whether in such texts as Oha. Upa. I, 3. 1, Cha. Upa. II. 2. 
1, etc., the Sun, etc., are prescribed to be looked upon as the 
or vice versa. He takes in the sense of 
etc., are the Sun etc., are not gififfs. So, 

according to Sankara, the Sutra means that 
are to be superimposed on the sr^s of He 

explains “ isrqq#: ” as 

In fact, the Sutrakara is not bound to discuss the 
and, therefore, there is little likelihood of its being found in 
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the Brahmasutras. In Bra. Su. III. 3. 32, he mentions the 
meditations on the attributes of Brahman connected with the 
priestly duties performed hy a seeher and allows him to 
meditate on them as long as he continues doing those duties. 
The mentioned in Bra. Su. III. 3. 55 and 61 are the siffs 
of Brahman, and those Sutras discuss the sr^qf^iTi: . 

According to Sankara, the topic of is discussed 

in Bra. Su. Ill, 3. 55-66. So, if Sutra 6 refers to it 

would have been better explained there. 



SECTION III 


State of the reborn Seeker of the knowledge of Brahman. 

Sutras IV.. I. 7-10 

( 'S ) I 

( \ 

( ^ i 

(?o) 'q I 

TRANSLATION 

T HE advanced seeker of Brahman when reborn here 
keeps sitting, because it is the only possibility, 

because of his meditation on Brahman, 

and with regard to the steadiness, 

and the Smrti also mentions it. 


7 

8 
9 


10 



NOTES 

Sutra 7 

1. This Section describes further the state of a seeker 
of aglin?! in an advanced stage. 

2. He will be always in a sitting posture, because that 
is the only posture possible in his case. The Sutrakara 
has said that the advanced seeker of Brahman teaches others 
how to understand Brahman as identical with their own Self 
( Bra. Su. IV. 1. 3 ). This teaching work is possible only if 
the knower keeps sitting. As he has not to do any other 
work, he will be always found sitting in meditation. 

3. Sankara says that the question of * sitting ’ does not 

arise in the meditations which are conneated with ritualism nor 
in the right knowledge, i. e., After saying this, he further 

says that the question of * sitting ’ does arise in ‘ other 
meditations’ i. e., he means that in the meditation on the 

of his school ‘ sitting ’ is required. Thus, he adds ‘ * 

to the Sutra ( ’’ ). This addition does not seem 

to us to be supported by the context. The Sutra ^oes not 
seem to us to prescribe ‘ sitting ^ for the purpose of ‘ meditation,’ 
but rather it infers ‘ sitting ’ on account of the teaching work 
that an advanced seeker of Brahman does. ?a«igR5^is interpreted 
by Sankara as ‘ This addition of ‘ ’ 

makes redundant the next Sutra in which is wnff mentioned. 

Sutra 8 

4. This gives another reason as to why the advanced 

seeker of Brahman keeps always sitting. He is always occupied 
with meditation and therefore he will be keeping sitting. The 
Sutra is not VRfiipi or but so, maditation is 

the reason of ‘ sitting not the aim of ‘ sitting ^ Meditation 
has become a habit, so the advanced seeker is found sitting. 
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5. ^aiikara explains to be 

as he explained, ^qrasi in his commentary on the preceding 
Sutra. Thus, means aud ‘ ’ also means 

according to Sankara already said Sankaras 

interpretation makes one of Sutras 7 and 8 redundant. The 
Sutrakara gives «2rR as the cause, rather than the aim of ‘sitting’. 

Sutra 9 

6. — The advanced seeker of Brahman has 
to guard himself against all temptations, so he has to keep 
himself and his senses steady and should not allow himself 
to waver. He must control his mind and senses. This steadi- 
ness and control requires that he always keeps sitting. 

It is in this Sutra that the of ‘ sitting ’ is mentioned. 
The purpose of his keeping sitting is the steadiness that he 
must preserve, till he leaves the body. It is stated in the 
Bhagavadgita and some times in the Upanisadas that the knower 
of Brahman must keep up his steadiness till the last moment 
of his departure from the body ( Sutra IV . 1. 12 ). 

7. Sankara unnecessarily connects this Sutra with Srutis 

like Cha. Upa. VE. 6. 1; he says that such texts ase the 
verb * ^ with reference to the sense of steadiness, and 

he adds that such a use of ‘ ’ is an indication that 

meditation can be practised only by sitting. Thus, he 
unnecessarily refers this Sutra to a text like Cha. Upa. VII, 
6. 1 and then adds “ ’’ to the Sutra, and then 

connects with that enlarged Sutra. 

Siitra 10 

8. g-— The Upanisads do not mention the seeker 
in an advanced stage as keeping sitting or do not generally 
mention his behaviour ; therefore, the Sutrakara does not refer 
to a Sruti, but he refers to a Smrti because the Smrti, particularly 
the Bhagavadgita, mentions the behaviour of an advanced 
student. The Sutrakara seems to refer to Bha. Gi. tl. 6. 1 s— ^ 
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cTii^ #qr??r snifter *T?n:: i 

^ fk ^ srirr srfefs^ ii 

In this verse the f^?i?rsr^ who is ‘ well disciplined ’ 
is asked to keep sitting with his mind devoted to the Lord. 
This is the sJilfjf ( Bha. Gi. II. 72 ). Also Bha. Gi. 

XIV. 23 may have been referred to : — 

*T I 

goti ^ II 

This verse describes the ^ori^cT who like f^«i<fsnr is an 
advanced seeker of Brahman. He keeps sitting ( STf^flfJTJ ) like 
qne who is unaffected by any environment and he is not agitated 
by the three constituents of the Prakrti. 

9. The fact that there are some Srutis particularly in 

the Katha and the Sveta^vatara Upanisads which refer to the 
Yogic posture ( ) for the practice of meditation, but 

none of these are referred to by the Sutrakara while a Smfti 
text is quoted by him in support of his view, proves that the 
Sutrakara does not here lay down the sitting posture for the 
purpose of meditation for a seeker, but rather he describes 
the possible position and behaviour of one who has advanced 
a great deal but has not yet attained the knowledge of Brahman. 

10. Sankara refers the Sutra to Bha. Gi. VI. 11. He 
does not say why the Sutrakara does not quote a Sruti about 
the same topic. 

Moreover, if the Sutrakara wanted to prescribe for 

or €?IR why did he drop the other and if at all 

these ^^^s were to be mentioned in the Brahmasutras, their 
proper place was in the third chapter. Even in the Yogasutras 
the arguments of and are not given for 

explaining the necessity of vq-R (See of the-Yogasutras). 



SECTION IV 


Residence of the reborn Seeker of the knowledge of Brahman. 

Sutra IV. 1. 11 

( n I 


TRANSLATION 

The advanced seeker of the knowledge of Brahman 
resides in a place where concentration of the mind [ is 
possible ], because of the equality [ of all such places 
to him. ] 


II 



NOTES 

Sutra 11 

1. In fact the advanced seeker of Brahman, who is waiting 

for knowledge to shine upon him, is a man without any home of 
his own ; he has no home, no possessions. He is homeless. 

So, he resides in that place where he can concerntrate his mind. 

2. To him all places are the same. He himself 
makes no distinction between one place and another. He would 
make no distinctions between places which make meditation 
possible ; all such places are equally good to him, well-come to 
him, his aim being only steadiness of senses. 

3. Sankara says that this Sutra rejects any restriction 

caused by direction, place and time in the case of a seeker of 
the knowledge of Brahman. So, ?T5r refers to a direction, place 
and also time. He adds “ ” and thereby brings out the 

sense that in this Sutra absence of restriction regarding 

and is prescribed. Thus, instead of being forced to 
meditate at day time, a may meditate at night, if he 

finds concentration then, is explained by Sankara as 

i^RTcrRT; To us it seems that 

means “ In fact Sankara knows that 

his explanation of conflicts with the Gratis which 

particularise the places for meditation in various ways; so, he 
says that Badarayana makes a concession by way of friendship, 
if the concentration were the same in a place ivith etc., 

as the concentration in a place without them. It seems to us that if 
the Sutrakara were here to mention the proper place of meditation 
for a seeker of snrfrrJT, he would stick to or the difference 
in the place of meditation for a beginner, such as is mentioned 
in the Srutis quoted by yahkara ( Sve. Upa, II. 10 ), because 
in his case some worldly bonds still exist. But in the case 
of an advanced seeker reborn on this earth no such bonds 
appear to exist, and, therefore, the place does not matter much 
to him, if he can keep up his concentration there. So he may 
be found staying anywhere. 



SECTION V 

The Same State to be kept till Departure. 

Sutra IV. 1. 12 

(IR) arrsn^iormift ^ i 


TRANSLATION 


[The advanced seeker of the knowledge of Brahman 
remains so ] upto the departure from the body, because 
that is shown in the Sruti even in that [ state ]. 12 


49 



NOTES 

Sutra 12 

1. The seeker of Brahman keeps up his particular attitude 
towards Brahman, Its and Its parts the Sun, etc . , his state 
of sitting and meditating as described in the preceding Sutras 
(3-11 ) till he finally leaves the body. 

3. rTWlfq ff This is a reference to a Sruti which 

mentions the practice of meditation even at the time of his 
departure from the body< Most probably the Sruti in the 
Sutrakara’s view is Pra. Upa. viz,, ^ 1! 

ii il ( Pra, 

Upa, V. 1 ), This Sruti asks a meditator to meditate on Om 
upto the end of the departure from the body. So, the seeker 
of Brahman keeps sitting and meditating even during his 
departure from the body, and, of course, till the departure. 

For the explanation of the fact that the Prasna Upa. Sruti 
referred to in the Sutra mentions the attainment of Brahman 
the Supreme One, vide Sutra I, 3. 13, and IV. 3. 15, 

The occurence of the word STRiJi in Pra. Upa. V. 1 is a 
further proof that the same Sruti is referred to by the SQtra. 

The same idea as in the above Sruti and the Sutra is 
also found in tbe Bhagavadgita, e. g., 

qi’qt tiiT sritsT i 

ll (Bha. Gi. II. 72). 

It is very necessary that the meditation continues even 
during the last moments of departure from the body. See 
Bra. Su. IV. 2. 17, Bha. Gl. VII. 30 and VIII. 5-10. 

3. There is a diSerenoe between and as can be 
seen by comparing the various Sutras in which these words 
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occur, is more like an example from which we are to infer 
the rule, while is a direct statement ( of the Sruti ). Thus, 
in Pra. Upa. V. 1 the meditation on Om, the symbol of 
Brahman, is mentioned, and from that ;we are to infer the 
^ruti required for the meditation on Brahman to be practised 
upto the end of the departure from the body. 

4. Sankara takes the first Sutra of this Pada ( Bra. Su. 
IV. 1. 1) as referring to the meditation on Brahman, and also 
to meditations ; and in Sutra 7 he refers to ‘ medita- 
tions He seems to explain Sutra 11 as dealing with all the 
meditations. But again he takes Sutra 12 as referring only to 

‘‘ meditations the aim of which is 
prosperity ”, Thus, according to him this Sutra lays down the 
meditation ( for prosperity in the next birth ) as to be practised 
till the departure from the body. He takes “ ?nTtfq fg ” as 

“ fk ?') By 

‘ SSI?; ’ Sankara quotes both Sruti and Smpti which, in his 
opinion, mention a meditation for prosperity in the next birth 
to be practised even at the time of leaving the body. To us 
it seems that in all these Sutras ( IV. 1. 3-12 ) the state of 
an advanced seeker of the knowledge of Brahman is mentioned 
because the next Sutra tells what happens immediately on the 
attainment of the knowledge. 



SECTION VI 


Disposal of the actions of the Seeker. 

Sutras IV. t. 13-19 

( ?« ) 5 I 

{V\) 3rqH5\sr^!^ g *S i 

(K%) srfi^rltsrTf^ 3 I 

( ?V3 ) ST^Sf^nfq I 

( U ) fk I 


ST^TIT; ^T5fJ { 



TRANSLATION 


On the attainment of that knowledge of Brahman 
the succeeding and the preceding sins do not touch him and 
perish respectively; because of a statement about them. 13 

Similarly the other [ i. e., religious merit ] also does 
not touch him, but on the fall [ of the body]. 14 

But the preceding sin [ which perishes ] and the pre- 
ceding merit [ which does not touch him ] are only those 
the effect of which has not begun, because of the limit 
about them. 15 

But the obligatory rites [ of the orders of life ] like 
the offering of the fire-oblations, etc,, [ which are ‘ good 
deeds ’ preceding the attainment of the knowledge of 
Brahman and the result of which is not begun as yet 
become useful ] for the very effect of that [ knowledge of 
Brahman], because it is shown in the Sruti; 16 

also “ other good deeds ” than these, [ which are of 
a different type than agnihotradi ] become useful for 
the same purpose because it is so stated in the text of 


a certain Branch; 17 

because the ^ruti { Cha. Upa. I. J. 10 ): “ whatever rite 
is performed with the allegorical knowledge ” belongs 


to both [ the types of good deeds which are amrabdha- 
karya and purva ]. 

But, having exhausted other [ good and bad ] deeds 
[ than the anatabdhakarya deeds, the seeker ] gets union 
[with Brahman]. 





NOTES 

Sutra 13 

1. — This word is to be contrasted with qtg in 

the next Sutra. The advanced seeker of the knowledge of 
Brahman is the topic in the preceding Sutra; so, should 
mean the knowledge of Brahman. ‘ ’ means the 

attainment of the knowledge of Brahman. ‘ qicr' is the fall 
of the body, The sins are affected as soon as the 

knowledge of Brahman is attained ; the merits remain till the 
fall of the body. See Note 5 below on ‘ 

2. ‘ 3?%^ ’ refers to the succeeding sins, 
and ra*r[5r to the preceding sins, 

3. A statement about the is 

( Cha, Upa, IV. 14. 3 ). A Sruti about the destruction of the 
‘ preceding sins ’ is srVlf 5rf%|-W f 'Tl'SRH; 

I ( Cha. Upa. V. 24. 3 ). 

4. ^wftI^?II5r--As ‘3’ in Sutra 15 shows this Sutra 

( 13 ) is not the final statement of the Sutrakara on this point. 
All the preceding sins are not destroyed by the knowledge of 
Brahman, but only time which have not begun to produce 
their effect, ». e., the sins, and those sins which he did 

before getting the knowledge of Brahman and which have not 
given their result to him. 

5. in the Sruti clearly shows that ‘ ’ in 

the Sutra means ‘ on the attainment of the knowledge of 
Brahman ’. 

6. Sankara takes in the sense of ‘ on the attain- 
ment of Brahman. ’ But the contrast of with g in 

the next Sutra and the word ‘ ’ in .the ^ruti and also 

the context of the preceding Sutras show that ‘ ’ 
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means “ on the attainment of the knowledge of Brahman, ” 
The question discussed here is not whether the sins and the good 
deeds ( See Sankara’s in the next Sutra ) are destroyed 

or not\ because there are Srutis mentioning the destrmtion of 
both and all kinds of actions in general. The Sutrakara wants 
to explain which actions are destroyed and when, because on 
these two points the Srutis are not clear. 

While answering objections to the statement in the Sutra, 
which he has himself raised, Saiikara says that though the sins 
and the good deeds of a knower of Brahman are discussed here, 
the individual soul really is no agent at all, and that, therefore, 
the word is used for the future bad deeds, and the word 

also means “disapiyearance caused by right knowledge”. 
The Sutrakara does not seem to make any suggestion about 
these meanings of these two words. ‘ ’ cannot mean that 

the knower of Brahman cannot do any ( sinfnl ) deeds at all, 
because the Sruti ( Cha. Upa. IV. 14. 3 ) shows that qiq 
does not affect the knower and also because there are Srutis 
like t JT spIniTr l ( By. Upa. IV. 4. 23 ); 

I ^ ^ i n ( Tai. 

Upa. II. 9 ) ; ^ ^ f ( Cha. Upa. V, 10. 10). 

As to the word * the fact that the Sutra restricts this 

i%5in[r of the past sins only to those sins which have not begun 
to give their fruit ( Sutra 15 ), proves that the effect of these 
sins is a reality and therefore the sins also are really committed 
by the seeker in the past births. It is the knowledge of 
Brahman which destroys the sins ; not the knowledge of the 
actionless Atman. 

Sutra 14 

7. means ‘ ’ and it consists of all the good 

deeds preceding and succeeding the attainment of the knowledge 
of Brahman, Out of these two types of good deeds, the preced- 
ing good deeds are only those preceding good deeds which 
have not begun to produce their effect ( See Sutra 15 ). 
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8. — • The sins either do not touch the knower of 
Brahman or are destroyed on the oMoiinment of the knowledge 
of Brahman, because even the succeeding sins do not, rather 
cannot, form an obstacle to the attainment of liberation. The 
good- deeds, however, cease to touch him not on the attain- 
ment of knowledge, but only on the fall of the body. This is consis- 
tent with what the Sutrakara has said in Bra. Su. III. 4. 33-34 viz., 

aiid anii aTRTiTqjifqis which all should be included 
in good deeds, work as help ( ) to the knowledge of 

Brahman for the purpose of getting liberation, which is to be 
had on the fall of the body. This seems to be the difference 
between cT^Rriiq and qtir. 

9. — In the case of sins, there is a destruction of 

sins which precede the attainment of knowledge. But in the 
case of good deeds, there is no such destruction of preceding 
good deeds. The preceding t sffRiCl'qiR and also the 

preceding SfR and are not destroyed but they work as 
help to the knowledge of Brahman for the purpose of achieving 
liberation ( See Bra. Sutras IV. 1. 16-18 ). 

10. shows the similarity between sins and merits 

only so far as is concerned, because there is the dissimila- 

rity between the two in points of (1) the time ( cffRrvrq and 
qR ) and (2) the fqqro which though taking place in the case 
of the sins, does not take place in the case of the merits. 

11. In the preceding Sutra, the word gT%q was used, 
while we find the word sra^q here. Why ? Matri causa ? 

12. On the strength of Sankara takes ‘ ’ to 

mean both ar^^q and fqrfi^r. But this is rather going directly 
against the singular number of 3i4%q and also against the 
fact that the Sutrakara seems to take good deeds both preced- 
ing and succeeding the knowledge of Brahman as a help to that 
knowledge in getting liberation. Sankara’s argument for this 


f i. preceding the attainment of knowledge. 
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addition { viz., cr^Tlftr Ri^ ) is 

directly inconsistent with the fact that the Sutrakara lays down 
?Tir, and cftT^ and 3n^JT^&55[,s as or help to the 

knowledge of Brahman in the aim of achieving liberation in 
Bra. Su. III. 4 and also with what the Sutrakara says in 
Sutras IV. 1 . 16-18. The Srutis which Sankara quotes are 
not referred to in the Sutra, because either the Sutrakara does 
not agree with those Srutis, or what is more possible, he 
does not interpret them in the way of Sankara. Sankara gives 
several other arguments, e. g., the fruit of good deeds is 
inferior to that of knowledge; but this is not the Sutrakara’s 
argument. Sankara does not take g as emphasizing the 
difference between and qT% but he takes it in the 

sense of ‘ ’ or ‘ determination. ’ He explains as 

“ Thus, he adds 51 ^ 

and makes an independent sentence of ‘ 5 This 

addition is hardly legitimate looking to the context, g rejects 
the suggestion of in the preceding Sutra. Moreover, 

the Sutrakara himself has said that there is no fixity regarding 
the fruit in the form of liberation ( See Bra. Su. Ilf. 4. 52 ) 
and the time of .or union ( with Brahman ? ) is sugge- 
sted by the Sutrakara in Sutra 19, not in this Sutra. 

Sutra 15 

13. — This means the sins and the merits which precede 
the attainment of the knowledge of Brahman. 

14. In Sutras 13-14 it was stated that all the preceding 

sins are destroyed and (dl the preceding merits do not touch 
the knower of Brahman. Now, the Sutrakara makes a 
modification in the statement by the words “ ”, 

The preceding good and bad deeds could consist of what are 
called and srpcssfaR^^s and also the good and the bad 

deeds which the seeker did in this life before the attainment 
of the knowledge. All these deeds are ^ or those done before 

4S 
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the attainment of the knowledge of Brahman. Out of these 
only the i. e., all except the 

STl^q^JTSils are those which come within the scope of 
Sutras 13-14. The sins are destroyed on 

the attainment of gffTfR, and the good deeds 

do not touch the knower of Brahman on the fall of the body. 
The rule about the preceding sins and merits stated in Sutras 
13-14 does not apply to STT^sg^l?! 

15. ‘ ’ excludes from the list of 

qil&qs mentioned in Sutra 13-14. 

16. ‘ g ’ is used to reject the application of the rule about, 

in Sutras 13-14 so far as the are - 

concerned. 

17. — ‘‘ Because of that limit ”. ‘ ’ refers to 

q’lcT in the preceding Sutra. ‘ ’ refers to 

I ( Cha. Upa. VI. 14. 3 ), as Saiikara 
points out. In this Sruti the release from the body or in other 
words the fall of the body is made the limit for “ union 

with Brahman ”. The fall of the body takes place after the 
are exhausted, because that is the very function of 

18. Sankara raises a question that thoug’h all wj^rq^s were 

explained by him as being destroyed by the right knowledge 
of Atman, how it is that the knowledge is not able to 
destroy some viz, the ai^isq'^jfqs and that these latter 

are destroyed only after finishing their effect. He also gives 
an answer to this. Both this doubt and answer are not 
mentioned in the Sutra. Moreover, according to the Stitrakara 
the good deeds which precede the knowledge of Brahman are 
not destroyed at all by that knowledge. As already shown 
( Sutra 14 ) Saiikara’s addition of f^?[r to Sutra 14 is not 
implied by the Sutra itself. By raising this doubt and giving 
its answer, Sankara anticipates Sutra 19 in his commentary 
on Sutra 15. 
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Sutra 16 

19. The succeeding sins do not touch him on the attainment 

of ; and the succeeding merits do not touch him on the 

fall of the body. This means that the succeeding sins become 
impossible from the time of the attainment of sTfr^PT and the 
succeeding good deeds are impossible from the time of the 
departure from the body. Thus, after the attainment of 

the knower never does any sin, but he continues doing good 
deeds till the end of the body. Even after getting the 

99^ goes on doing the good deeds as help to the knowledge of 
Brahman for the attainment of liberation, just as he did before 
getting it also, preceds and follows g§rin«l, it continues 

till becomes a fact. For this reason the doing of good 

deeds precedes and follows it begins with 

which indeed precedes and ends with in the 

achievement of which good deeds serve as to the 

of Brahman. 

20. In Sutras 16-18 the Sutrakara seems to tell us what 

happens of the ( or )g’oq^^s which 

are not destroyed but which do not touch him on the fall of 
the body, as said in Sutra 14. These are the 

which were not done with the intention of making 
them a help to in the achievement of liberation. This 

point remains unexplained by Sutras 14-15. The 
5 xnpK|pi;s which preceded gg^ the rise of the desire to achieve 
liberation consist of srfji^STf^ STISW^^gs and other ijilgs like 
aud The former are discussed in Sutra 16 and 
the latter in Sutra 17, and both in Sutra 18. 

21. The or in the form of 

is not destroyed like the sins of the same 
type. This is the significance of g. 

22. — The described above are 

useful only for producing the effect of that knowledge of 
Brahman mz., liberation. By ‘ cr ’ the possibility of the 
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or 3i5rpi:s?i3Tf^5rif^3n«riT^«^pro(lucing any other effect is denied. 
It may be argued that as the were not per- 

formed with the intention of helping s{fTirT«T in the achievement 
of they should give their usual fruit to the performer in a 
new birth or they should go to the well-wishers of the seeker 
in accordance with a Sruti to that effect ( Kau. Upa. ) if they 
are not to be taken as destroyed by the To this the 

Sutrakara replies that they do no other function but that of 
helping the in its aim. 

23. cf^?^I?J;-This refers to Cha, Upa. II. 23. 1. In 

Bra, Su. III. 4. 32-33 this same Sruti was used to ask the 
seeker to perform the duties of the orders. Here it is used 
to show that the duties of the orders done by a seeker, which 
are not become also a help to in achieving 

liberation. This is possible because these are not 

and because can help the seeker. 

24. Sankara takes this Sutra as referring to the jjoq-a 

both preceding and succeeding because he takes the 

same jtrer about which and fgjfTO were taught in Sutra 

14, to be the subject of this Sutra. is also interpreted 

by Saiikara as referring to the eflFect of the knowtedge, viz., the 
release. But ‘ refers to Br.Upa. IV. 4.22 according to 

Sankara. To us it seems that by the Sutrakara 

refers to and that therefore Cha. Upa. II. 23. 1 

which lays down STi^^qCS for a seeker is referred to here 
by the Sutra. Here also Sankara proves that only 

produces the STfUTR, but not which is the effect of 

BrabmajSana. But in doing so he goes beyond the meaning of 

given by himself. These remarks and also the assertion 
that the is helpful only in the the Lore of 

the limited Brahman are not supported by the word of the Sutra. 

Sutra 17 

25. In this Sutra we should take ‘ ’ as under- 

stood from the preceding Sutra on the ground of the context. 
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The Sutrakara says that the good deeds other than the 

als 9 help the of Brahman in achieving its aim viz., release. 

26. ‘ sjcT: 3Tf?TT ’ =Eeligious duties other than the 3H?srir^q^s. 

‘ stci: ’ refers to mentioned in the preceding Sutra. 

27. shows that in addition to the Sutrakara 

considers other religious merits as doing the same work as 
the knowledge of Brahman. 

28. This gives the authority for the conclusion 

that qpT, gfq;, ete., which are be- 

come useful to the seeker as a help to the knowledge of 
Brahman in the attainment of liberation. As the Cha. Upa. 
^ruti ( II. 23. 1 ) is referred to in Sutra 16, refers to 

Bt. Upa. IV. 4. 22 which mentions and which 

are not the duties of the orders as in the case of Cha. Upa. II. 
23. 1, as help to the knowledge of Brahman, 

29. ‘ ’ — This word seems to us to form part of tbe 

next Sutra. Sutra 16 explains that the which are ststk- 

become help to the achievement of Brahman. SutratlZ does 
the same as regards “which are other than 

the In each case a Sruti supporting each conclu- 

sion was referred to in the Sutra. Now, in Sutra 18 the 
Sutrakara seems to us to quote a Sruti in support of both 
these kinds of For this reason we propose to transfer 

to Sutra 18. Sankara takes to mean “ the 

approval of both the Acaryas viz,, J aimini and Badarayana 
But this seems to be rather unnecessary because “ ” is 

itself the proof of the approval of the Sruti and there is no 
reason why the approval of the two Acaryas be necessary 
when there is- already the approval of the Sruti. In the whole 
work there is hardly any Sutra which quotes the authority of Sruti 
and Acaryas in the same Sutra. 

80, Saxikara takes Sutra 16 as referring to the 
useful for the attainment of liberation ; but according to him Sutra 
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17 discusses the S^ruti about the assignment of the good deeds 
to the friends of the liberated one ( See Sa. bha. on Br. Su. 
m. 3. 26 ). The Sutra itself contains no word expressing a 
reference to that Sruti. The force of srfq seems to be to 
assert that the good deeds other than are also 

useful for the effect of that knowledge. ‘ ’ shows the 

addition of some more good deeds to the list of those useful 
for liberation mentioned in the preceding Sutra. Simply 
the feminine gender of ^ STfilT ’ cannot be a reference to 

Sankara has to add cT^^rr 

'StR: to the Sutra to make out a reply to the he has 

given for this Sutra. He does not seem to give any inter- 
pretation of ‘ ’ which makes the Sruti referred to by 

the argument for the statement “ 3TciftS??rrf7 ( 
f^ahkara also adds “ 5T^I 

1 Out of the word “ ” also he makes out 

a complete sentence. See Note 29 above. 

Sutra 18 

81. We have proposed to take as a part of this 

Sutra. See above Note 29. 

32. 51^^ fg’flsri — This is undoubtedly a reference to 
Cha. Upa. I. 1. 10 as Sankara rightly points out. 

33. ^ ’ shows that this Sutra is given as an 
argument to prove a conclusion which should ordinarily be 
the same conclusion as in the preceding Sutras unless a 
new conclusion is stated by the Sutrakara. There is here no 

i I 

such conclusion, according to Sankara’s reading; yet Sankara 
makes out a new Adhikarana of this Sutra. To us it seems 
that ‘ ’ ( in the preceding Sutra according to Sankara ) 

belongs to this Sutra ; and that this ” refers to both 

( Sutra 16 ) and ( Sutra 17 ) and therefore 

this Sutra should be a part of the same Adhikarana to which 
.the preceding two Sutras belong. ‘ ’ also shows the sanje. 
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The conclusion of the preceding two Sutras is supported 
further by this Sutra. 

34. The ^ruti ( Cha. Upa. I 1. 10 ) in question refers 
to any kind of good deeds, so that it would bo understood 
as covering both the and other rites. “ 

in the Sruti is a general reference to all good deeds. All 
good deeds performed with the knowledge ( ), with faith, 

etc., produce a result superior to that of a deed performed 
without the knowledge ( fqrat ). This superior result is 
^ ’ ( Sutra 16 ) the effect of the knowledge of Brahman, 

viz., liberation. In Sutras III. 4. 4 and 10 the Sutrakara 
has shown that the in this Sruti ( Cha. Upa. I. 1. 10 ) 

is not particularly the The Sutrakara here quotes this 

Sruti to prove that actions done with some fgiri ( the inner, 
allegorical sense of the rite, not particularly ) also give 

a result other and better than their usual result ( ). In 

Sutras 16 and 1? the Sutrakara quoted a Sruti which dealt with 
the actions done definitely with the aim of achieving the 
knowledge of Brahman and liberation; in this Shtra (18) he 
quotes a Sruti which does not mention acts done definitely 
with such an aim, but yet which produce a result better than 
their usual one because they are done with a particular kind 
of knowledge ( ). From these texts he concludes that 

all the become useful to the seeker in 

the attainment of liberation the effect of the knowledge. The 
in Cha. Upa. I. 1. 10 can be or 

according to the Sutrakara. 

35. Sankara takes Sutra 18 as connected with the 
question discussed in Sutra 16, viz., whether which 

is useful in the* attainment of liberation is the one performed 
with the ‘ the knowledge related to the rites ’ or not 

or whether there is an option. This question does not seem to 
us to be even suggested by the context. It has been already 
stated in Bra. Su. III. 4. 33 that the duties of the orders 
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should be performed by the seeker with the idea of making 
them a help to the knowledge of Brahman in its aim. He 
interprets the Sutra to mean that which become 

useful in the achievement of liberation is that done with the 
allegorical knowledge of the rite and also that done without it. 
It is strange that he makes no special case of the rite done 
with the knowledge, though the Sruti uses the word 
as distinguished from The Sutrakara seems to us to 

take as referring to the effect of knowledge. 

Sutra 19 

36. The topic of this Sutra is the disposal of the 

both good and bad. The word “ 53 ^” means 
‘ other than those discussed in the preceding Sutras ’ i. e., 
other than the This also shows that Sutras 

16-18 were intended to explain what happened of the 

which preceded the attainment of the 
knowledge of Brahman. The topic of Sutra 15 is 

good and bad deeds ‘ which have not begun to give 
their result ’ and which preceded the attainment of the 
knowledge of Brahman, but that Sutra does not say what 
happens of the ; this latter is the topic 

of Sutras 16-18. 

The and the STrswr^wg^s ( Sutra III. 4. 27, III. 

4. 32-34 ) as well as the knowledge of Brahman ( Su. III. 
4. 1) are laid down by the Sutrakara as means to the attainment 
of liberation; so, it is not necessary for the Sutrakara to say 
anything as to how these are disposed of when liberation 
is attained. 

The Sutrakara does not seem to believe in the theory 
that some of the good and the bad deeds of the seeker are 
transferred to those who love and those who hate him. 

37, The ^^!|s — both good and bad — are 

gsiig^s i, e, their result is already being worked out; in other 
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words, they are the foundation of this present birth of the 
seeker. Their result ( eRfq" ) is already decided and has been 
already begun before the seeker attains the knowledge of 
Brahman. For this reason, they cannot be made a help to the 
knowledge of Brahman in the latter’s goal of liberation, as were 
the The evil deeds must 

also give the result which has already been fixed. Thus, the 
^^5j;s are destroyed only after their result is 
experienced ( ) by the seeker. 

38. ^qrgr^ — After these actions are exhausted the seeker 

gets liberation in the form of union with Brahman ( ). 

The reference in this Sutra is clearly made to Oha. Upa. VI. 
14. 2 viz., 

I , 

39. Sankara’s remarks in the beginning of his commentary 

on this Sutra ( ) 

are to be understood only in a general way because he himself 
has explained that the 

becomes a help to the knowledge of Brahman for the achieve- 
ment of liberation ( Sutra 16 ). We have shown that Sutra 17 
explains the as becoming 

similarly useful. 
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CHAPTER V 


SECTION I 

The Union of the Senses with the Mind. 

Sutras IV. 2. 1-1 1 

( ? ) I 

( ^ ) I 

( ^ Jrr'ir i 

( » ) i 

( H I 

( ^ ^ I 

( ^ I 
( I 

( Junorg^ l 

(?o) I 

(n) sr^lf 3'SHT I 



TRANSLATION 


T HE Speech [ of the seeker who is departing from 
the body to join Brahman unites ] with his mind because 
it is shown in the Sruti and because of the Word. 1 

And on the same grounds [ the Speech unites with 
the mind ] after all other senses [ have united with 
the Speech ]. 2 

That mind unites with the breath, because of the 
subsequent sentence. 3 

That breath unites with the governor [ of the body ] 
on account of the approach [of the senses and the breath] 
to him, and other reasons. 4 

He unites with the elements because of the ^ruti 
about them ; 5 

Not with one element because both the Sruti and 
Smrti show it. 6 

[ This departure ] is the same both from the beginning 
of the Path [ of gods ] and after having attained immor- 
tality, 7 

because the union [of the senses, the mind, the 
breath, the soul, and the elements ] during that time is 
called “ transmigration 8 

and [ that is ] the subtle body, because it is found 
to be so on the strength of the evidence, 9 

hence it is not destroyed by the destruction of the 
gross body, 10 

and this warmth belongs to this [ subtle body ] only 
because of its reasonableness. U 



NOTES 

Sutra 1 

1. The Sutras forming this Adhikarana deal with such 
Gratis as : — 

(«) srqf^ JTsrssnfit snu^- 

II ( Cha. Upa. VI. 8. 6 ). 

(b) 5ii aion srf^r^mwffgr ( By. 

Upa. IV. 3. 38 ). ^ ?i3rT?mifins5i5^ snon 

3i{Trw?rffcf 5ET asTR^F^i^rt; ^ 

?i%’sr q?Tf q^fw§gs«rre:qift ii t ii ( Br. Upa. 

IV. 4. 1 ). 

(<?) ^ q^.s^ STIchOt 11 'Ml u ^ITRIWl ^Tf 

t#sr qiorr ijcrifq ^srraiffcr qq ll q^g ^iq ^ 

5el^qi^?[fffq n u H ( Bra. Upa. IV. 9, 11 ). 

{d) jqq ^Tq'tqqifqq qraq: q^qraq snqif^ ut siRif^ 
qifqfq q^eq qrq'sr qifuqi^ 5iq?iq qq: qioi qr^f 

%qqrqf qiq^Rli^ !l Ml siq q^Rq qifqqi^ ^q?iq qq; q|5r 
qiq#3n%%5T: qn^qf ^qqiqwq q sstri^ H (Cha. Upa. VI.45. 1-2). 

2. In the last Adhikarana of the preceding Pada,^ the 
union [ with Brahman ] was stated to take place after all the 
qti;sqiiiqffq qjqff&r were exhausted through the individual soul 
experiencing their fruit. Now the Sutrakara shows how 
the soul leaves the body and unites with Brahman. ,The 
topic introduced in the last Adhikarana of the preceding Pada 
by the word ‘ ^qqij^ ’ is continued in this Pada, as is shown 
by the ^qqqjsR of Bra. Su. IV. 2. 1. 

3. — This argument of ‘ ’ refers ' always in 

Brahmasutos to what is shown in th& Ujpcinisads and not to what 
we find in the, world. And the Sruti referred to by is. 
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mostly of the kind of an example, rather than a direct rule. 
So, the present argument of seems to refer to Cha. Upa. 


VI. 15. 1. 


4. ‘ 3515^?^ ’ may be a reference to a ^ruti like Cha. Upa. 

VI. 15. 2 or VI. 8. 6. Since ‘ ’ in Bra. Su. IV. 1, 19 is a 

reference to Cha. Upa. VI 14. 2, and “ S[;S»Tr5I ” refers to Cha. 
Upa. VI. 15. 1, it is very likely that ‘ refers to Cha. 

Upa. VI. 15. 2. 

5. The reference to Cha. Upa. VI. 14. 2 in Bra. Su. IV. 
1. 19 and to Ch5. Upa. VI. 15. 1-2 in Bra. Su. IV. 2. 1 is 
also a written proof for the fact that Bra. Su. IV. 2 deals 
with the knower of the Supreme Brahman. 

6. According to Sankara’s system there is no departure 

( from the body ) of the knower of Brahman, so he says that the 
order of the senses departing from the body mentioned here 
refers to the lower lores for which also the is 

described in Bra. Su. IV. 3. Thus, he does not see any 
connection between Bra. Su. IV. 2-3 and Bra. Su. IV. 1. We 
have already given above two arguments to show that all 
these Badas, at least the last Adhikarana of Bra. Su. IV. 1 
and the first Adhikarana of Bra. Su. IV. 2, are closely conne- 
cted ( See above Notes 2, 5 ). For Sankara’s argument based 
upon Sutra 7, see our Notes there. Sankara tries to show that 

Speech ’ in the Sutra means the function of the sense of 
Speech, not the sense itself. His argument based upon Sutra IV. 
2.. 16 does not stand because the word ‘ ’ in that Sutra 

does hot mean, ‘dissolution’; but only telescopic ‘ union ’ (See 
our Notes there ), and the ‘ ’ does not refer only to the 

last item, but it refers to all the items. His other argument (sigRa- 
) is not given by the Sutrakara directly or indirectly. 
should refer to a text rather than only to what we see taking place 
when a man leaves the body. And as we have already shown, 
probably refers to Cha. Upa. VI, 16. 1. The Sutrakara seems 
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to understand the ^ruti to mean that the sense of Speech 
unites with the mind in a telescopic manner. He takes 
not in the sense of dissolution, but in the sense of “ union 

t ^ ^ 

Sankara may be understood as taking to refer to Cha. 
Upa. VI, 15. 2 instead of Cha. Upa. VI. 8. 6. He interprets 
the word as and argues that the Sruti uses 

for through the 

Sutra 2 

7. “ 3iT?r mw ” can mean a reference to the arguments 

given in the preceding Sutras viz., and But 

there seem to be no Srutis to which ^s?r»r and supporting 
the sense of SI5 ( See below ) can be traced. Therefore, 

we should here interpret “ srgr in another way in 

which it is used and interpreted elsewhere in the Sutras, e. g., 
in. 4. 25 ( ), and I. 3. 29 ( 3|?r *51 

If we compare the sense of stcT QCW in all the Sutras 
where the expression occurs, we shall find that in all the places 
it means a reference to the statement in the preceding Sutra, 
rather than to the source of argumeut therein. 

8. is undoubtedly a reference to 
as Safikara points out. 

9. ‘ 313 ’ is to be taken as a preposition governing ‘ 

We cannot add to it and make it a part of 

because not only it involves a clear addition to the Sutra, but 
it also makes a subject *. e. a nominative form which 

it does not seem to be. Moreover, in that case we have to 
take ‘ ;i?r: ’ as an implied object of ‘ ’. 

10. 50[g — The Speech unites with the mind after 
all the senses. This can mean either that all the senses first 
unite with the sense of Speech and then the Speech unites with 
the mind or that all the senses unite with the mind and then the 
sense of Speech unites with the mind. Out of these two possibi- 
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lities the former interpretation seems to us to be the better 
because it agrees better with the meaning of stcT “ because 
the Speech unites with the mind ” ). Because, the Speech unites 
with the mind^ we shall conclude that it does so after all the senses 
unite with the Speech. The Cha. Upa. Sruti ( VI, 15. 2 ) says that 
the Speech unites with the mind. From this we should infer that 
the Speech does so after all the senses" unite with the Speech. We 
make this suggestion on the ground of the Srutis in which 
or the sense of Speech stands for all the senses e, g. 

1 ( Tai. Upa. II, 4. 1 ), (2) 

( Ka. Upa. III. 13 ) where Sankara remarks “ 

(3) Of. also =5rs^jr??T- 

^ gr^lr ^rgrrsf^ 

ersr 11 ( Cha. 

Upa. rV. 8. 5 ). The Sutrakara who follows the Chandogya 
Upanisad Sruti seems to us to reconcile it with Pra. Upa. III. 9 
which Sankara quotes, by saying that the Speech unites with the 
mind after all the senses have united with it ( with the 
Speech ). Thus, he sticks to the Chandogya Upanisad state- 
ment that it is the Speech which unites with the mind. 

11. This interpretation of as given 

by Sankara also, shows that here the Sutrakara and the 
Srutis speak of the union of all the senses, not of the dissolu- 
tion of their functions, 

12. Sankara takes ‘ 9flr?r ’ to mean a reference to the 

very arguments viz., 5[^fr and { and for 

which see below ), given in Sutra 1. He takes grg as 

and takes as understood, thus interpreting ^ ’ 

as ”, and making a nom. plural. Thereby 

in the Pra. Upa. Sruti he brings out the sense that all the 

•{• See Anandgiri on Sankara’s hha^ya 
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functions of the senses merge into the mind, but not the senses 
themselves. 

It may be asked, “ If the Sutrakara follows the Praina 
Upa. j!>ruti ( as Sankara’s interpretation of Sutra 2 explains ), 
why does he mention the Cha. Upa. Sruti, in which only Speech 
is mentioned, in Sutra 1 1” To this he replies that the separate 
mention of the merging of the Speech into the mind in Sutra 
1 is out of regard for the Oha, Upa. Sruti. This explanation 
of Sankara is hardly consistent with the method of the 
Sutrakara as revealed in his work. Generally, in the case of 
slightly differing Srutis, the Sutrakara never collects them all 
in several Sutras, as is the case here according to Sankara. 
Rather he sticks to the old tradition i. e., to the Cha. and the 
Bf. Upanisads, and explains the difference in other Upanisads 
by making the latter secondary as compared with the Cha. 
and Br. Upanisads. Here also the fact seems to be that the 
Sutrakara sticks to the Cha. Upanisad and explains the state- 
ment in the Pra, Upa. by saying that all the senses (except the 
Speech) unite with the Speech and then the Speech unites with 
the mind; in the opinion of the Sutrakara this is the reason 
why the Cha. Upa. speaks of only the Speech as uniting 
with the mind. 

Sutra 3 

13. ‘ ’ means the mind with which the Speech unites. 

14. This is a reference, to ‘ ’ which 

follows ^ ’ in Cha. Upa. VI. 15. 2. , 

15. It seems that the Sutrakara in these Sutras makes 
clear the order of the senses at the time of the departure 
from the body. This order is not mentioned in such Srutis 
about the departure, as 

(a) Pra. Upa. IV. 9. 10 ( See Notes on Sutra 1 ), knd 
( & ) »T5rr: ^ i 

( Mu. Upa, in. 2. 7 ). 
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The purpose of the Sutrakara in Sutras IV. 2. 1-15 is to 
tell us the order of this union of all these in the Supreme 
One in the case of the knower of Brahman. The order also 
is not the same in all the Srutis where it is given. So, he 
reconciles these Srutis also. In none of these Srutis we find 
the mention of the or function of the senses or the mind. 
And the in Sutra 16 is a union, not "dissolution, as 

explained in Sutra 16, For these reasons Sankara’s view that 
the ^f%sr5itr is established here by rejecting the Purvapaksa 
of the dissolution of the sense or the mind does not seem to 
us to respresent the Sutrakara’s view ( See Note on Sotra 5 ), 

16. For Sankara’s exlpanation that th.Q function of the mind 

is dissolved into the Prana, see Note on the preceding Sutra. 
The ) also does not refer to the function, of the 

mind. The arguments of and are not given in 

the Sutra. 

17. Sankara gives the argument of in Sutras 1-3 

and the words “ I ” in his hhasya on Bra, 

Su. IV, 2, 1 sound as if he is quoting an argument from 
the Sutra itself. But it is not found in any Patha of the 
Sutras. The Ratnaprabha explains ‘ ’ as . 

There is no Sruti with the required negation. 

Sutra 4 

18. ‘ ’ refers to the Prana with which the mind has 

united. 

19. — With we have to take as 

understood. This word ‘ ’ means the sftq as Sankara 

points out. The Sutrakara uses the word in the sense 

of the lord; here it means the lord of the body, just as it 
means the lord of the ( an effect-world ) in Bra. Su. IV 
3. 10 { 53? ). 
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20. ^ ' means the approach of sttot to 

the This is a reference to such a text as 

^ sTforr srfjii^rJiprffcr Upa. 

IV. 3. 38. IV. 4. 1 ). In Pra. Upa. iv! 9, 11, it is stated that 
the individual soul approaches the Supreme Immutable One ; 
but it is not stated there ( or even in Mu. Upa, III. 2. 7 ) 
at what stage, the individual soul joins the process of 
departure. Moreover, in Cha. Upa. VI. 15, the individual soul 
is not mentioned though it is mentioned in other Srutis. So, 
the Sutrakara makes these doubts clear by this Sutra. 

21. “ ’’ in the Sutra may be taken as referring to 

B|-. Upa. IV. 4. 2 ( srr'3TtS^SR(II% 

STmi 3I5|J5Rfilffcr I ) as Sankara points out. 

22. As in other Sutras, here we find no reference in 
the Sutra to the function of the srinr being dissolved into the 
individual soul. 

Sutra 5 

23. The individual soul unites with the elements. 

■ . 

refers to a Sruti about the elements ( ^|^s ), Such a Sruti 
would be Pra. Upa. IV. 11, viz., 

%la3f ^'1: !T(oit I 

The SutrakJra refers to a Sruti mentioning all the 
elements ; be does not say that the Sruti he refers to states 
that “ the individual soul resorts to the element so, in 
‘ ’ refers only to the elements and not to a statement 

about the individual soul resorting to the elements. This require- 
ment is fulfilled by the above Sruti, and perhaps in all the (ten) 
Upanisads recognised by the Sutrakara, that is the only Sruti 
mentioning ( all ) the elements with regard to the departure. 

24. Sankara who takes “ ( Cha. Upa. VI. 8. 

6 ) as the Sruti referred to by the Sutra has to explain 
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as modification of the word in 

the Sutra as well as the objection which Sankara answers by 
giving the example of a journey to Pataliputra from Srughna 
via MathurJ, also shows that Pra. Upa. IV. 11 is a better 
of this Sutra than Cha. Upa. VI. 8. 6. 

25. In the case of Speech, mind and breath, Sankara 
argued that the functions only of these are dissolved into the 
succeeding ones, and not they themselves. It was not possible 
to give a similar explanation regarding the contact of the 
individual soul with the elements ; so, Sankara says that the 
ruler of the body stays in the elements ( 

). To us it appears that this alone ( ) was 

meant by the Sruti and the Sutras rather than any kind of 
dissolution of the function. 


Sutra 6 

26. ‘ ’ means ‘ This expression is 

cleverly used by the Sutrakara to refer to^sr^and also the Water. 

27. ?r refers first to in the ^ruti 

“ !Tn3T^3r% ” ( Cha. Upa. VI. 15. 2 ). The resort of the 
individual soul is not only one element viz., the light which 
is mentioned in the Cha. Upa. Sruti ( VI. 15. 2 ) about 
the departure. 

28. — The fact that the soul does not reside only 

in one element has been proved in Bra. Su. III. 1. 1-2 on 
the ground of a question and an answer. The Sruti discussed 
there was Cha. Upa. V. 3. 3 and ‘‘ the one element was the 
Water. It was to bring out this reference that the Sutrakara 
used the expression ‘ instead of the words 

as required by the Cha. Upa. text. 

29. Sankara gives also another explanation of as 

‘ but as the Smiti reference can not be traced 

to the Bhagavadgita or the Mahabharata and as ‘ 
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may be taken also as referring to the Water, because each of 
Cha. XJpa, VI. 15. 2 and Cha. Upa, V. 3, 3 mentions only 
one elepnent and gives rise to a similar discussion. 

Sankara mentions a ^rvapaksa on the ground of the fact 
that in Bf. Upa. Ill, 2. 13 the individual soul is described as 
resorting to his actions at the time of the departure instead 
of to the elements. The answer to this doubt can be had 
from Sutras 7-8. But it is not quite correct to hold that 
“ the receiving of the elements ” is mentioned here because a 
new gross body is to be assumed by the departing soul. Also 
in the last departure when the knower of Brahman is to attain 
immortality ( st^r^-Sutra 7 ) and is no more going to be 
reborn with a new mundane body, the soul does resort to the 
elements which unite with the Supreme Being in the heart 
( Sutras 12, 15, 17 ). 

Sutra 7 

30. ‘ ’—This process of departure ( ) is 

the same ; it remains unchanged between the two points 
mentioned in the Sutra. 

‘ HiTISTI ’ means unchanged because the last is 

slightly different from this In the last the 

elements in their turn resort to q?: ( Sutra 15 ) by the 

relation of union ( Sutra 16 ) and there are other noticeable 
features mentioned in Sutra 17. These are not present in all 
the ^c^iVcTS which precede the last one and, therefore, all 
those ^^tfrg's are similar while the last one is dissimilar. 

31. Prom the begining of the Path ” viz., 

“ the Path of the gods ( ).” ^ means a path e. g., 

^ (Bha. Gi. VIII 26). Though both 

the path of the Pitys and that of the gods can be called ‘ 

here the Sutrakara means the Path leading to immortality, so 
the in this Sutra should be taken as the Path of the 
gods ( ), The various worlds to which one can go when 
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he is on this Path are described in the . next Pada ( Bra, 
Su. IV. 3 ). 

The Siitrakara seems to say that after one begins this 
Path or takes to this Path the method of departure described 
in the preceding Sutras takes place. 

32. — ‘ ’ should be derived from 

+ to fast, would mean “ having fasted; ” so 

would mean “ having tasted ” i. e., having reached, 
having got. ‘ siwgfcefjj^ ’ should be taken as the object of grgql^. 
“ ” means “ and having attained immortality. ” 

The Siitrakara says that the departure described in the 
preceding Sutras is the same from the begining of the Patti 
of gods, and [ it is also the same ] after one has attained 
immortality. Thus, this departure is here said to be the same 
also after one has attained immortality. 

33, Sankara does not interpret the Sutra to mean that 
the departure is the same from the beginning of the Path in 
the sense that it is the same for all the stations or the worlds 
on the Path of gods. But he raises a question whether this 
departure is the same for the knower and for the non— knower 
or whether it is different. In fact, the question about the 
departure of the subtle body ( together with the senses )+ 
in the case of those who do not know the Atman § has 
already been discussed in Bra. Su. III. 1. The going of the 
elements ( Bra, Su. III. 1, 2 ) and that of the senses ( Bra. 
Su. III. 1. 3 ) is a clear reference to the departure or 

of these subtle constituents from the body in the case of those 
who do not know the Atman. Moreover, the context of Bra. 
Su. IV. 2. 7 suggests that here the question of the 
of only the knower of Atman is considered. In the first Pada 

H ( Bra. Su. IIL 1. 1-2 ). 

§ ww i ( Bra. Su. III. 1.7). 
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the disposal of his actions is mentioned ( Bra. Su. IV. 1. 
12-19 ), and in the third the various worlds situated on the 
Path of the gods are mentioned in due order ( Bra. Su. IV. 
3. 1 ). Moreover, the attainment of immortality mentioned in 
this Sutra (7) also suggests that here is the Path of gods. 

It is on that Path that we read «T ”, “ he 

returns not So, the of the senses etc., takes place 

in the case of both the knower and . the non-knower ( or the 
ritualist ) ; but in the former ease there is an order regarding 
how the senses, the mind, the breath, the soul and the 
elements join with, each succeeding one, while in the case of 
the ritualist the subtle body together with the soul leaves the 
body without any such conscious procedure regarding their 
union. For these reasons, there is no likelihood of the 
question of the non-knower being discussed here. As 
Sankara himself notices, the regularly developing i. e., 

the in which each preceding item joins each succeeding 

one, is mentioned in live Upanisads only where the context 
is about the knowledge of the Atman; while such a regular 
development and preparation for the departure on the part of 
the members of the subtle body is never mentioned in the 
Upanisads in the ease of the ritualists. This also suggests 
that the Sutrakara would do the same. 

Again, the based upon q sqnri ( By. 

Upa, IV. 4. 6 ) is discussed in Sutra 12, and it actually arises 
from the statement ( STHctcq =^I5ql^q ) in Sutra 7. So, that 
ijqqi^ is out of point here. 

Sankara’s reply ( ) is his own, it is not 

given in the Sutra itself, though he tries to bring out this 
meaning out of 

t 

Sankara does not make an object of “ ” 

but he separates the two words and he interprets si^qt^ bs 
and construes it with taken as under- 
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stood; and, thereby, he changes the entire sense of 

in so far &s he concludes sTtqfk^ sTWct?# 

^ ^ Fi 1 ^ i 

il*=5r?r I. There is no suggestion in the Sutra, which would 
justify us in explaining sTwgrrqH; as If a 

Sruti mentions and in the same context, one is 

hardly justified in explaining that as unless one 

resorts to independent arguments not mentioned in the Sruti. 

Sutra 8 

34. This Sutra gives only an argument and from the context 
it seems to be an argument for the statement in Sutra 7. 

35. would ‘ mean during the time from the beginning 
of the Path of the gods till after the attainment of immortality.’ 

36. ‘ ’ is the mixing, uniting, i. e. the union of 

the senses with the mind, upto the union of the soul with 

the elements described in Sutras 1-6. 

37. — * This union of the items of the 

subtle body during the time already stated is called the trans- 
migration ‘ ’. The Sutra tells us that the union ( ) 

is called In the case of the taking place after 

the attainment of immortality, the so far described is a 

part of the UT^sq^ifs^. So, it will be even then a part of the 
transmigration of the soul ( ). 

The further part of the union ( Sutra 15 ) is not called 
This seems to be the point of difference between the 
union described in Sutras 1-6 and that in Sutra 15. 

Because the union during the time from the beginning of 
the Path of gods till after the attainment of immortality is called 
the union during that period is the same or is of the 
same kind. The STKSvjqjff ends there, i. e., it ends on the 
union of the soul with the elements. The union beyond that 
time, during the is not called and, therefore, it 

differs from the one described in Sutras 1-6. 
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38. We have taken ‘ ’ as cT^i and ; Sankara 

takes it as and ^ ), and adds and 

makes an argument for “ It 

is in this manner that he makes out a new Adhikarana begin- 
ning with Sutra 8. To us it seems that the addition of ‘ srsri^r^ ’ 
is unnecessary and therefore, not legitimate and that ‘ ’ 

should be directly connected with Moreover, 

according to Sankara, this Sutra discusses the nature of the 
union of the with the Supreme Deity mentioned in Gha. 

Upa. VI. 8. 6 (%3r: whether it is absolute 

or relative. But to 'us it seems that this point is considered in 
Bra. Su. IV. 2. 15-16 and, therefore, it is not the topic here. 
Again, ( in according to Sankara ) does not 

mean only ^sr:, but it has to be explained as 

This is rather not very harmonious with 
the fact that the Sutrakara has rejected the singular form ^3r.', 
and has established the view about the plural number of the 
elements ( forming the subtle body of the knower of Atman. 
See Sutras 5-6 ) and he follows that view again in Sutra 15. 

^ STfS'ftir; ’ • — Even if we follow this reading of separating 
as and 3Tr<ft%:, the word cannot mean ^?rK- 

because here the liberation itself is not the topic ; rather 
the mentioned in these Sutras ( 1—6 ) is the one taking 

place as a part of the Sankara explains 

as the statement about transmigration, not as “ being called 

fV . 0 7 

give a name to something) transmigration The 
continues till liberation is achieved chiefly 
because the of the soul continues ; not because is 

mentioned in the Srutis like Katha Upa. V, 7. The continua- 
tion of is itself the The fact that the 

accompanies the soul during transmigration has been already 
established in Bra. Su* HI. 1. 1—4, which was the proper place 
in the Sutras for the discussion of that question, rather than 
Bra, Su* IV, 2 which is chiefly meant to describe the procedure 
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of the ^r?3Kl^?T of the knower of Brahman. Lastly, the union 
of the ( or the elements ) with the Supreme Deity never 
takes place as a part of (in) the departure ( ) occurring 
during the transmigration ( ) of the soul. If that union 

takes place, the immediately nest step is liberation ( Vide 
Sutras 15-17 ). Even in Sankara’s system after that union takes 
plaee, the soul goes to ffcnjnTST and never returns to this world. 
It is the union of the soul with the Supreme One during deep- 
sleep state which is not final ( See Sutras IV. 2. 15-16 below ). 

Sutra 9 

39. Sutras 9-11 seem to give one more argument why 

the departure ( ) of the senses, the mind, the breath 

and the elements takes place in the case of one on the Path 
of the gods and also after the attainment of immortality. These 
senses, etc., form the subtle body and hence when the gross 
body is destroyed that subtle body is not destroyed. Thus, the 
only possibility is that it accompanies the soul bn the Path of 
the gods and even after he attains immortality. 

40. The body made of the senses, etc., is a subtle one 
because it is found to be so on the strength of the evidence 
( of the Sruti and the Sm^ti ). Qf. Bhagavadgita XV. 7-9, and 
also Bra. Su. III. 1. 7. As regards the proof of the Sruti see Bf. 
Upa. IV. 4. 6. 

41. Sankara takes with Wo may 

as well take with understood (See Saiikara on the 

next Sutra ). g' should mean an additional argument besides that 
in Sutra 8 ; but Sankara takes it in the sense of and 

interprets it as Sankara interprets as an ex- 

planation of STTnofcT.*, and takes ‘ the finding ’ as a reference to the 
Sruti of the departure of the soul with the subtle body from 
the hundred-and-first artery ( viz,, Cha. Upa. VIII. 6. 6 ). This 
is quite consistent with the fact that in the Sutras 
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always refers to what we find in the Scripture particularly the 
the Sruti. For this reason, srflTJT or ‘ proof’ can only mean the 
proof of the Scripture. 

Sutra 10 

42. — ‘ Because the body is subtle ’. 

43. ‘ ’ (destruction) refers to that of the gross body, 

as Sankara rightly explains it. By the destruction of the gross 
body the subtle body being subtle is not destroyed. This has 
been stated in Sutra III. 1. 4. It is mentioned here again in 
order to show that the subtle body must accompany even one who 
has attained immortality, because only then it will be destroyed. 

Sutra 11 

44. This warmth which we feel when we touch the gross 
body and which is not felt when even a knower of Brahman 
departs, must reasonably belong to this subtle body ( See. By. Upa. 
IV. 4. 1 ). The Sutrakara here gives another proof why the 
subtle body must accompany one who has attained immortality. 
Even when after death the gross body is not burnt, we 
find it cold. This means the subtle body to which the warmth 
belongs is not destroyed but has accompanied the departing soul. 

Thus, the nature of the subtle body is itself a proof that 
the senses, the mind, the breath and the elements accompany 
those on the Path of the gods and those who have attained 
immortality. 

45. In the case of Sutras 9-11 Sankara does not tell us why 

the description of the subtle body is given in this place in the 
Sutras. Probably he only thinks that here the Sutras describe 
only the nature of the subtle body, which, according to him, 
is referred to by in in Sutra 8, To us it 

appears that Sutra 8 gives an argument for the statement in 
Sutra 7 and that Sutras 9-11 give another argument for the 
same. ‘ ’ in Sutra 9 shows this. 



CONTINUATION OF SECTION I 

Departure of the senses, etc., even after 
the Attainment of Immortality. 

Sutras IV. 2. 12-14 


( I 

TRANSLATION 

[ If it be argued that there is no departure of the 
senses, etc., after the attainment of immortality ] because 
there is a negation in the Sruti, we reply, “ No [ The 
negation is about the departure of these] from the 
individual soul, 12 

because [ the negation from him ] is clear in the text 
of the followers of one of the Branches of the Veda, 13 

and it is stated in the Smrti. 14 





NOTES 

Sutra 12 

1. Sutra 12 gives a against the Proposition made 

by the Sutrakara in Sutras 7-11. In Sutra 7 it was said that 
the departure ( ) is the same even after the attainment 

of immortality, and Sutras 8-11 give arguments for the same 
conclusion. Now, Sutra 12 raises an objection against it and 
Sutras 13-14 give an answer to it. 

2. This is clearly a reference to By. Upa. IV. 

4. 6, viz., *1 snoTT In this Sruti it is clearly stated 

that the senses together with the vital airs do not depart from 
the body in the case of the seeker who desirelessly seeks 
only the Atman. This is a contradiction of the assertion that 
the departure of the senses, etc., is the same even after the 
attainment of immortality, made in Sutra 7 and supported by 
arguments in Sutras 8-11. 

3. q — The Sutrakara does not accept the opponent’s 
view that Br. Upa. IV. 4. 6 negatives the departure of the senses, 
etc., from the gross body in the case of one who seeks Atman. 

4. — In this word the Sutrakara gives his inter- 

pretation of in Bf. Upa. IV. 4. 6. gupqr means 5ir6R^q, 
but the Sutrakara takes it in the sense of It is not 

that the senses, etc., of the soul seeking Atman do not depart ; 
but the Sruti means that the senses, etc., do not depart from the 
soul seeking Atman. According to Sutras 1-7, the senses unite 
with the mind, the mind then unites with the breath, that 
hreath with the soul and the soul with the subtle elements. Thus, 
if the stTDTs at all depart, they must depart only from the soul. 
Having this procedure in his mind, the Sutrakara says that 
the senses do not depart from the soul-in-the—body. Thus, 

in the ^ruti means ‘ ’ according to Sutra 12. 
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5. As shown above the topic in Sutras 7-11 is continued 
in Sutra 12. So this Sutra ( 12 ) forms part of the same 
Adhikarana as Sutras 7-11. Therefore, Sutra 12 cannot be 
taken as beginning a new Adhikarana. Similarly Sutras 13-14 
belong to the same Adhikarana as Sutras 7-11. 

6. Sankara takes the whole of Sutra 12 as a 

so that ‘ is an argument of the presupposed 

by the ; and ‘ ;r ’ is a view of the The 

here holds the view that the sttots of those who get 
absolute immortality do not depart from the body ; the 
says that the negation in the Sruti tells us that his snois do 
not depart from him, but that they do depart from his body. 

We have shown that Sdtras 7-11 discuss the problem of 
the departure of the sn^is ( the senses and the breath ) of one 
who has attained absolute immortality ; they are the Siddhanta 
Sutras and they assert that the in his case is the 

same as described in Sutras 1-6, Now, as we have 

shown, should mean an objection to the Siddhantin’s view 
that the srtnrs of a seeker of Atman depart after he attains 
immortality. Thus, Sfferq^Tgc, is a real against the view 

expressed in the Siddhanta Sutras and ‘ st ’ is the 

Siddhantin’s own view, which is established in Sutras 7-11. 
There is no indication in Sutra 12 that tlie whole of that Sutra 
is a nor is such an indication ( e. g., a word like 5 ) 

found in Sutra 13. Kather * ’ in Sutra 13 expressly shows 

that ‘ 51 5[ri50pci^ ’ in Sutra 12 is the Siddhantin’s view, ‘ fg ’ 
is never used in the Sutras to show that the preceding Sutra 
is a ’3^q^r^?r; it always shows that the Sutra in which it 
occurs is an additional argument supporting the conclusion 
arrived at in the preceding- Sutra. 

Sankara says that the 3f3|cr?q[ in Sutra 7 is 3liq%^ and 
that from that fact an inference may be made ( by the ) 

that the Sutrakara holds the view that in the case of the attain- 
ment of absolute immortality, there is no and Jiflf. This 
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very argument of feankara rather shows that in Sutra 7 

is absolute immortality and that ‘ ’ is a against 

it. So, the argument itself argues against Sankara. Moreover, 
the very fact that Sutra 12 is required to be explained as a 
continuation of Sutra 7 shows that Sutras 9—11 do not form an 
independent Adhikarana, but should be interpreted as we 
have done. 

Sankara’s explanation of ^ ’ ( which is a 

view according to him ), as the negation of the departure of 
the sense, etc., from the sowl, but no negation from the hody is 
rather a strange one, because in the procedure of 
which requires that the sn^TS unite with the soul and that the 
soul then unites with the elements, there is no possibility of 
the sn^rs leaving the body unless they do so by accompanying 
the soul. Moreover, as we have shown, ‘ ’ is an expla- 

nation of the Sutrakara for ‘ cRq' ’ in the ^ruti and the Sutra- 
kara seems to have no intention of suggesting that the senses 
depart from the body. The skots do not depart from the soul, 
not because the Sruti says so, but because they cannot. Of 
course, Saiikara makes it a argument, but even then it 

cannot be so absurd ; it must have an apparently possible meaning. 

The which Sankara quotes in order to 

support his interpretation of is in fact not considered 

by the Sutrakara in Sutra 12, but it is referred to in Sutra 13. 

Sutra 13. 

7. — The Sutrakara supports his explanation 

of in ‘ q STPHI He has explained q^q as 

He holds that q^q being a genetive form is not a 
clear form, because it can be interpreted as implying various 
relations. So, he refers to the ablative form in the School of 
the Jn^qf^qs viz., q q^qicsncn This ablative form 

makes it clear that qqj in the ^oq recension is .to be under- 
stood as 
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8. ‘ ’ shows that the Sutrakara refers to the text 4 f 

other Branch of the Veda than the one referred to in Sutra 12. 

9. Sankara unnecessarily quotes the text under 

Sutra 12. The result of that attitude is that i’e Sutra 13 

is also taken by him to refer to the same. Branch as in Sutra 
12, because in the latter the is Bf. Upa. IV. 4. 6 

and in Sutra 13 it is By. Upa. III. 2. 11, thus the 

in both the Sutras are from the same Branch of the Veda. 
This is inconsistent with the sense of in the Sutras. 

Moreover, Sankara does not interpret Sutra 13 as support- 
ing Sutra 12, as is required by ‘ ' in Sutra 13 ; but according 

to him Sutra 13 is meant to-be the and to deny the 

view established in Sutra 12. We have already shown above 
( See Note on Sutra 12 ) that Sutra 13 gives one more 
argument for the conclusion ‘ «r ’ in Sutra 12. There is 

no ‘ *i ’ in Sutra 13, though Sankara mentions it in his com- 
mentary. To take ‘ vi ’ as understood is undoubtedly very 
dangerous to a correct interpretation of the Sutra. 

Sankara supports his position in Sutras 12-13 by inter- 
preting and in By. Upa. III. 2. 11 as referring to 

the body and not to the soul, though ( 1 ) according to the 
question ( ^^^EiTIcJnarr: ), the 

is distinctly the topic of discussion, and is referred to by 
and ( 2 ) though ‘ ’ should be taken as a refer- 
ence to the same 5^^, and streiTTfr .which primarily 

belong to the body being secondarily attributed to him. The 
argument that “ snHf ” is not correct 

because when the moFS depart from the body, they have ' to 
depart from the soul inasmuch as at the time of the soul’s 
the SHOTS lie united with ( or having restored to ) the soul 
through the mind and the vital airs, so that if the SH^TS at all 
depart, they can do so only from the soul, otherwise the soul 
keeps them within himself when he comes out through the 
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hundred-and~first artery ( Sutra 17 ). The Sruti also expressly 
mentions the who is referred to by Also in By. Upa. 

IV. 4. 2 is a clear reference to the soul. As regards Sankara’s 
argument that By. Upa. IV, 4. 2 refers to the see 

Sutra III. 4. 11, and Sankara’s commentary on it. The Sutra- 
kSra takes that Sruti as referring to the and the ‘ ’ 

only as referring to the This is the of 

and mentioned in By. Upa. IV. 4. 2, So, it is not correct 
to say or at least to hold the Sutrakara to have believed that 
By. Upa. IV, 4. 2 refers only to the question of 

i. €., the reasonableness of the andqfe of one 

who knows Brahman is not always identical with that of the 
interpretation of the text itself • because may differ 

according to the argumentator. 

Sutra 14 

9. The Sutrakara quoted a Sruti in his favour in the 
preceding Sutra. Here he quotes a Smyti which says that at 
the time of the departure of one who knows Brahman the snots 
remain with the soul. Such a Smrti would be the followinsr : — 

o 

snoratf^«jcft ii 

sr^nfn ^ (Bha. Gi. VIII. 12-13). 

In this Smyti the senses and the breath are said to be 
with the individual soul in the body at the time of the 
departure of the knower of Brahman. Thus, this Smyti is 
referred to in Sutra 14 to show that the STfOTS do not depart 
from the Jcnower of Brahman at the time of 

f 

10. According to Sankara a Smyti from the Mahabharata 

stating the absence of and in the case of a knower 

of Brahman is referred to by the Sutrakara in this Sutra, This 
interpretation regarding the nature of the Smyti meant by the 



Bba. Su, 1¥. 2. 12-14 


tm 

Sutrakara depends upon the interpretation of Sutra 13 and 
therefore what we have said on the subject in Sutra 13 
applies to Sutra 14 also. In fact, a Smrti supporting the 
absence of the departure of the mors from the soul seeking 
absolute immortality is referred to by the Sutrakara. There is 
no discussion of the of the knower of Brahman here. As 
bahkara himself says, the are discussed later on 

( Bra. Su. IV. 3. 7 ,). 


it 



SECTION II 


The Union with the Supreme One in the heart. 

Sutra IV. 2. 15 

( I 


TRANSLATION 

T HOSE elements [ with which the soul has united, 
mix ] with the Supreme One [ present in the heart of the 
knower ], because so says the Sruti. 



NOTES 

Sutra 15 

1. In the preceding Adhikarana ( Sutras 7-14 ), it was 

stated that the described in Sutras 1-6 is the same 

also after the attainment of absolute immortality. In this 
Sutra ( 15 ) the Sutrakara describes what happens after the 
common upto that of the has taken place. 

2. ‘ ?TrPr ’ refers to in Sutras 5-6. After the 

individual soul resorts to or unites with the elements ( Sutras 
4, 5 ), those elements unite with the Supreme Being ( ). 

3. SliS-( 1 ) ( Cha. Upa. VI. 15. 2 ); 

( 2 ) uirflnt sircm i 

( Mu. Upa. Ill, 2. 7 ). 

4. qt: — The Para is the Supreme One called qrr in 

Cha. Upa. VI. 15. 2, and ‘ q?: 3?5?T?r ’ in Mu. Upa. III. 2. 7. This 
Para is the Supreme Being ‘premt in the human heart. It is 
the process of which is described here and it takes 

place in the body. ‘ q?; ’ meant by the Sutrakara is the Supreme 
Being residing in the heart. Sutra 17 is a proof of this. cR^ 
in ‘ ’ refers to qt: and that Sutra ( 17 ) describes what 

happens further after the union of the elements ( in which 
the individual soul is sheltering itself) with the Supreme 
Being in the heart takes place. Thus, the context of the 
Sutras makes it quite clear that q?; in Sutra 15 means the 
Supreme One in the heart of the seeker of absolution. The 
Br. Upa. Sruti ( Bp. Upa. IV. 4. 1 ) which is referred to in 
Sutra 17 also helps us in this respect. The soul, it says, 
together with the elements ( in which that of the Light predomi- 
nates ) proceeds to the heart itself and then we are told that 
it unites ( ), i, e„ it unites with the Supreme Being 
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in the heart, and finally the soul comes out from the body 
through the hundred-and-first artery and joins with the rays 
of the Sun. All this shows that q^: in S utra 15 is the Supreme 
One in the heart. 

Also the Srutis seem to us to be clear on this point. 
Thus, Ch5. Upa. VI. 15. 1 ( W: snw 

q?:?qr i ) says that the 

departing soul is able to know and recognise his relatives as 
long as the elements ( Sutras 6-6 ) do not unite with the 
Supreme Deity called qt: in Sutra ( 15 ); this shows that the 
Deity is the Deity present in the heart. As distinguished 
from this Sruti we have another Cha. Upa. Sruti viz , qq%qq 

qt 5qt%qq«q?i ^qon^fq^qrar^ i 
( Cha. Upa. VIII. 12. 3 ). This Sruti does not deal with the 
problem of but it tells us what happens after the soul 

having been carried to the Supreme Light by the Carrier 
( ) on the end of the Path of gods unites with that 

qt and reappears in its own form. The Sutras also are 

clear. Sutras IV. 2. 15 and 17 deal with the union of the elements 
( with which the soul has united ) with the Para in the heart, 
while Sutras IV. 4. 1-4 discuss the union of only the soul 
with the Supreme One at the end of the journey on the Path 
of gods. One more point is that when during the 
the elements with the soul unite with the Para in the heart, 
the Para helps the soul in coming out of the body and the 
subtle elements do not leave the body [but are burnt therein (?)]; 
while when after the the soul unites with the Para, 

the former resumes its own form and reappears with that form, 

5. Sankara does not seem to notice the fact that 
refers to the elements with which the individual soul has united 
( Sutras 5-6 ), His interpretation of Sutras 7-14 seems to 
have led him to give up the link between Sutras 5-6 and 
Sutra 15. Thus, indirectly his explanation of Sutra 15 
supports the interpretation of Sutras 7-14 suggested by us. 
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Sankara takes ?rif^ as the senses and the elements of the soul 
who has attained absolute immortality according to his view 
of Sutras 12-14. Thus, in his view ‘ cTliw ’ does not mean the 
elements to which the soul has resorted or with which 
the soul has united, but only the parts of the body of 
the knower of Brahman. Thus, crif% means, according to 
him, even the gross elements of the body. By Uig; 
Sankara does not refer to those Srutis which mention the 
^^lff?r-process and in which it is stated that the soul with 
the subtle elements unites with the Supreme One in the heart 
at the time of the departure from the body. Mu. Upa. III. 2 . 7 
a-b quoted by Saiikara mentions the disposal of the gross 
body of the knower of Brahman. But according to the 
Sutrakara the destruction of the gross body does not lead to 
the destruction of the subtle body ( Sutra 10 ); so, even when 
the gross body of the knower of Brahman is destroyed by the 
dissolution of the gross elements, the disposal of his subtle 
elements and senses yet remains to be explained. Another 
point is that even in the case of the knower of Brahman the 
gross elements of the gross body do not unite with or do 
not return to the Supreme One, but, as in the case of those 
of the ignorant, they return to the gross elements of Nature 
from which they were derived. This is clear from the Srutis 
dealing with that problem, e. g., Mu. Upa. III. 2. 7 a-b and 
also from the that an objection is raised on this very 
point in Sankara’s commentary itself. The latter half of Mu. 
Upa. III. 2. 7 e-d STHW I ) 

which is not considered by Sankara along with Mu. Upa. III. 
2. 7 a-b which he quotes, solves the problem, because that 
latter half states that the senses and the soul unite with the 
Supreme Unchanging One. As to the Prasina Upa. Sruti 
I VI. 5. ) quoted by Sankara, the sixteen partsf ( ^55is ) would 

f Cf. also Cha. Upa. VI. 7 where means the sixteen 

subtle parts, not the gross parts. 
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mean the five senses of knowledge, the mind, the five vital 
airs and the five subtle elements ; and so, that Sruti describes 
the union of the subtle elements ( with which the individual 
soul is already united ) with the Para in the heart ; also the 
first part of Pra, Upa. VI, 5 which corresponds to Mu. Upa. 
III. 2. 8 proves that the latter part of Pra. Upa. VI. 5. 
corresponds to Mu. Upa. III. 7 c-d. Thus, the Srutis 
distinguish between the subtle parts of the body which 
accompany the soul even after the attainment of ( absolute ) 
immortality and mix with the Para in the heart and the gross 
parts of the body which the knower as well as the ignorant 
leave behind them and which return to the corresponding 
parts in Nature. Therefore, it is not correct that Mu. Upa. 
III. 2. 7 a-h refers to ‘ comparative reality while 

Pra. Upa. VI. 5 refers to the absolutely real and is meant for 
the right knowledge of the knower of Brahman, It is not that 
both the gross and subtle parts of the body of the knower of 
Brahman become united with Brahman in the heart. Sankara 
has also not noticed the important point that the Para in the 
Sutra is the Para in the heart. The fact that the Para in 
the heart is meant in Sutra 15 is also another proof that 
means only the subtle elements with which the soul has united. 



SECTION III 

The Nature of the Union: Non-Separation. 

Sutra IV. 2. 16 




TRANSLATION 

[ The union of the senses, the mind, the breath, 
the soul, the elements is of the nature of ] non-separation, 
because of the express statement. 16 



NOTES 

Sutra 16 

1. srBnfTR! — This word explains the meaning of 

r 

( a ) “ the union ” expressed in such Srutis as 

?t5t: sTt$r q^?rr 

?q?rpnj^, 

( & ) ‘ unification ’ e. g., in qjrrifor 3n?*IT 

qq5t¥iqffcr l ( Mu, Upa. III. 2. 7 c-d); 
also q tRqfq (Bj*. Upa. IV. 4. 2), and 

( G ) 3i^TiTr!T e. g., qqwqr^q 

S^iqon; JT^gfscT I ( Bra. Upa. VI. 5 ). 

Thus, 3Tf%¥riiT explains all these different expressions 
used to denote the union of the subtle parts and the soul of 
the knower of Brahman with one another and with the 
Supreme One ultimately. 

3. STHqRj^This word gives us an idea regarding the 
Sruti to which ‘ ®ri^ltr ’ refers. ‘ ’ means that the 

Sutrakara refers to a Sruti in which is expressly 

mentioned. Such a Sruti is Bp. Upa. IV. 3, 23-30 viz,, 

flreqi^T g etc., etc. Sankara 

does not quote this Sruti under Sutra IV. 2, 16, but he does 
so under Stitra IV. 4. 4 ( srfq«Tt*Tq \ ), though in that 

Sutra the argument is ”, 

Thus, ‘ f^PT ’ means the distinction of being a second 
entity ( ?rcTtS?qf5VTT!T?I. ) ; so srfqwiT or ‘non-sepa- 
ration ’ means that there is no numerical duality, is 

therefore numerical unity. Thus, and all such words 

mean ‘ union ’ as distinguished from absolute dissolution or 
complete fusion ( ) and disunion o? duality ( fqqiq ). 
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gry 

Tbis is the meaning of in all its refetenoes. Thus, 
the union of with the mind is also a union or combination, 
and not a fusion or dissolution or dualism. This also proves 
that the senses themselves unite with the mind, and not their 
functions. Similarly we have to explain the union of the 
mind with the breath, that of the breath with the soul, that of 
the soul with the elements and that of these elements with 
the Para. 

{ 

3. Sankara takes this Sutra ( 16 ) as explaining only the 
union ( ) of the gross and subtle parts of the knower 

of Brahman with Brahman outside the body. But to us it 
seems to explain all the unions, as explained above, which 
take place during the departure of the subtle body and the 
soul of the knower of Brahman and also that of the subtle 
elements with the Para in the heart. The Sutrakara wanted 
to explain all the various terms like 
etc., by the word sifgwFT, not to remove the fault of 
and establish absolute dissolution. The word ‘ ’ suggests 

a reference to Bp. Upa. IV. 3. 23-30 rather than to Pra. Upa. 
VI. 5, as already noticed. For the Sutrakara depends 

upon the word expressive of it, rather than on the argument 
given by Ankara in addition to a quotation. 


4S 



SECTION IV 


DepaHare of the Soul from the Body through- the hundred- 

and-first Artery. 

Sutra IV* 2. 17 

( ?rcJr^iRr^g:Tft 

TRANSLATION 

[ T HEN there is ] the burning of the top of the 

residence of that [ Supreme Being ]. The gate [ of the 
soul for his departure ] is brightened by that [ burning ]. 
Being graced by the One residing in the heart due to the 
power of his knowledge of Brahman and due to his 
remembering [ Brahman which is ] the goal to which that 
knowledge is subordinate, [the soul comes out from the 
body] through the hundred-and-first artery. 17 



NOTES 

Sutra 17 

1. As already said, Sutra 15 explained how the elements, 
with which the Soul has already united, uuites with the 
Para, How this final union ( ) takes place is to be 
explained now. First of all the Sutrakara tells us how the 

begun in Sutras 1-6 completes itself, %. e., what 
happens after the soul is united with the elements, 

2. It is clear that ‘ ’ refers to By. Upa, IV. 

4. 2, vk., |cr; 5 ?T 3TRJTT fflPBqpmffe’ 

snon i 

In Bf. XJpa. IV. 4. 1 we are told that the soul taking with 
him the subtle elements ) approaches the heart, and 

we have already shown on the strength of Cha. XJpa. VI. 15. 
1 ( and other Sruti texts and the Brahma- 

sutras and also on other grounds that the subtle elements 
with which the soul has united, unite further with the Supreme 
One in the heart. in refers to the Para with which 

the elements unite ( Sutra 15 ), and ' the residence of 

the Para ’ means the heart. This also shows that the Para in 
Sutra 15 is the Para in tlie heart. The shining of the top of 
the heart is described in the Sruti referred to by the Sutra 
( Sf wrm sRitct^ I ). 

3. cRSRRI%cI 3 [fc: — ^The word S[n: refers to the gates from 
which the soul ultimately leaves the body. In the Sruti, the 
eye, the head, or any other part of the body is said to be the 
gate through which the soul of the knower leaves the body. 
As the soul departs through the hundred-and-first artery and 
as this artery proceeds from the heart to the head, only those 
gates to which that artery would lead are meant by the word 



380 


InTKBPBX'TATIOM 


in the Sutra and by the word the Sruti. The 

Sutrakara says that when the soul departs, the door of its 
departure is brightened by the burning of the top of the 
heart. Of. ^ sticTTI U The Sutrakara follows 

the Br. Upa. ^ruti in not insisting that the soul leaves the 
body only through the head. 

4. — The Sruti in question mentions both 

and ^ ^ l ). The Sutrakara 

has already said that this fw?It is the and that the 

fg?T( refers to the knower of Brahman and the refers to 
one who does not know Brahman and thus, there is a separate 
scope and function of each of the two ( Bra. Su. III. 4. 11 ). 
Sankara in his hhasya on Bra. Su. III. 4. 11 differs from the 
Sutrakara on this point. 

5. <r5g^*T5!ig^qi^iIR[7%'5^’-means fqin$t«iand 

is the Path of gods which depends upon the knowledge of 
Brahman. may also mean the goal in the form of 

Brahman to whom the knowledge is subsidiary. The knower 
of Brahman remembers even at the time of his departure 
Brahman to which his knowledge is subordinate. The Sutrakara 
has said that the fruit in the form of release is obtained by 
the seeker from the Supreme One ( | ; I 

Bra. Su. III. 3. 38, 39 ). So, the depends upon the 

Supreme One in order that its fruit be realized by the knower 
of the f^UT* The seeker has to remember the Supreme One 
even during his last moments of departure from the body, 
( see Bra. Su. IV. 1. 12 ). There are hardly any ferutis 
asking the seeker to remember the Path of gods to which 
the knowledge leads ; but there are many texts asking him to 
remember the Supreme One also during his departure from 
the body. , . , 

6' — -The and the remembrance of the 

Supreme One to whom the is subordinate get for the 
knower of Brahman the fevour of the Para in the heart. 
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The Sutrakara refers to the favour or the grace of Brahman' 
also in Bra, Sti. III. 4. 38 ( I ). 

5^- This is a reference to Cha. Upa. VIII. 6. 6 

quoted by Sankara in his commentary. The one-hundred-and- 
first artery s’tarts from the heart and goes up to the head. 
The knower of Brahman leaves the body through that artery, 
because going upv?ards through that alone does a knovsrer of 
Brahman attain ( absolute ) immortality ( 1 ). 

This also shows that srgcTcW in Sutra 7 also refers 

to absolute immortality, 

I 

8. Sankara remarks at the beginning of his commentary 
on this Sutra as follows t-ermn fefrn I 

|. Thus, he connects 
Sutra 17 with Sutras 1-11. According -to him Sutras 12-16 
deal with the absolute reality. As we have shown there is 
no justification for this interpretation of Bra. Su. IV. 2. 12-16 
as it involves an interpolation or rather an interruption of the 
topic begun in Bra. Su. IV. 2. 1. The direct connection of 
Sutra 17 is, according to Sankara, with Sutra 7, because, he 
explains Sutras 8-11 as teaching that the subtle body of a man 
lasts till liberation is achieved and that its dissolution before 
that achievement is only partial, not complete. 

Sankara takes in as referring to the individual 

soul ) ; but, as we have shown, should refer to 

q?: in Sutra 15, who resides in the heart. The word 
supports this interpretation of There are many Sutras 

in which this doctrine is taught in the Brahmasutras. 


Sankara adds: 



=5r ferTseR* 

I It seems to us that fen- 
are two arguments for the 
grace of the Para in the heart, and not for the knower of 
Brahman leaving the body through the head only. The vrord 


and 
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’ is a general term for the gate of departure and the 
Srutis in question ( Br. Upa. IV. 4. 2, Cha. TJpa. VIII. 6. 6 ) 
do not lay down a rule as expressed by Sankara. The only 
rule is that the knower leaves the body through the hundred- 
and-first artery only. 

Sankara explains ‘ ’ as cT^I# “ who has 

reached that state ”, L e., who has reached the state of 
Brahman in the heart. As we have shown, the Sutrakara 
believes in the doctrine of the grace of God. 



SECTION V 


He joins the Rays of the Sun immediately on his Departure. 

Sutras IV. 2. 18-21 

( U ) I 

( ?^ ) % I 

( Ro ) srgsTR^sfq ^%5t I 
( W ) Jif^ ^ I 

^sr^Wl^ I 

TRANSLATION 

[He comes out from the body 1 following the rays 
of the Sun. 18 

[ If it be argued ], “ Not, [ if he dies ] at night,” we 
reply, “ No, because the connection [ of the rays with the 
artery ] lasts as long as [ the soul is in ] the body, [ or, 
because the connection { of the Brahmajnanin with the 
rays ) is possible when ( the soul is in ) the body ],” and 
the Sruti shows it. 19 

And hence [ he comes out from the body following 
the rays of the sun ] also in the Southern gait of the sun. 20 

And there is a Smrti text with regard to Yogins 
and those two [ Paths mentioned there ] are sanctioned 
by the Smrti [only]. 21 



NOTES 

Sutra 18 

1- — This is undoubtedly a reference to Cha. 

Upa. VIIL 6. 5, viz,, 3r«i q^cT^^lTl^S^FrTfc^RrJToSI^lR:^ 

«4til5RiT^ ^ ^ rrsg- 

?%?r| ^ ar'T?^ f^«itsra5«n5f3[^ ii Gf. Br. Upa. V. 

5. 2. ^ ?:sctT?Ii 

sic?rFif?cr I 

It is clearly stated in the Cha. Upa. Sruti that the knower 
of Brahman goes upwards through the rays of the Sun when 
he departs from the body. 

Sutra 19 

2. — This seems to be a Purvapaksa of the 
the followers of the Gita. They seem to have 

argued that at night there are no rays of the Sun and there- 
fore if the knower of Brahman died at night, he cannot depart 
following the rays. 

3. ^n^fWt^^lrlT-The Sutrakara says that the 
connection of the rays with the hundred-and-first 'artery 
exists till the body exists, i. e., as long as the soul is in the 
body, not only till the Sun is on the horizon. So, the knower 
of Brahman comes into contact with the rays of the Sun 
through the artery even at night because the body exists even 
at night. 

4. — Sankara quotes Cha. Upa. Vm. 6. 2 viz., 

sTg^m^jf^^’ErirSTcrt^r?^ 5n srcn?i!% 

I But this verse does not seem to refer 
to the body at all, though the srr^s which are connected with 
the body as a part of the body are mentioned. Perhaps, By, 
Upa. V. 5. 2 is the Sruti intended by the Sutrakara viz,, 
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^ 5^ qstrq- ?%^i^f5^q5Em^?n5RrV!*2rf^»ra:!Tf^ 

!Tfe%?r: srmwrgf^si;, ^ ?T^?a5ffrs?R. *rgf^ ^'^- 
cTfJT'*^ SRmirf^cr II In this ^ruti it is stated 

that the individual soul is connected with the Solar orb through 
the vital airs. From this we may conclude that the connection 
between the rays and the artery lasts till the soul is in the 
body and it never ends even during the night. 

O O 

Sutra 20 

5. srgr ( )-Because the connection of the rays with 
the artery exists as long as the soul is in the body, star 1?:^= 

6. 3rtr%sf^ 3[%3^ — Just as it was argued that at night 

there was no Sun and therefore the knower cannot unite with 
the rays at night, similarly it may be argued that during the 
^%0T|<|fr the knower cannot come into contact with the Sun, 
not because there is no Sun during the days of that period, 
but because the Smjti says so. To explain the source of the 
Purvapaksa here, Sankara gives three alternatives : ( 1 ) 
^^ROT;ri:aTsn5[r^?TXT^i^: ( 2 ) sr^jf^n^^RraL ( ^ 

q^rariRf I ^ ) ffir As 

Sankara himself says, the last argument is a very weak 
argument, because the Sruti has altogether a different meaning, 
as explained in Bra, Su. IV, 3, 4. So, it seems to us that it 
is not the follower of the Sruti who is the opponent here. 
The opponent is a a follower of the Gita, as is 

made clear by the Sutrakara himself in the following Sutra. 

Sutra 21 

7. ^4% — It is the Bhagavadgita which says that a knower 
of Brahman who leaves the body at day during the g:’entr*nr 
goes to non— return ( i. e., attains Moksa ), but if he leaves it 
during the night, or the dark half of the month or the 5 f%ou!pr 
he returns to the world inspite of his knowledge of Brahman Cf. 

4 a 
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?i3r 'tw ^Ttfrpr; I 

srarat ^nffct ^ ^R5 g«RtfjT VRcT^ II II 

W3t si?ngrj sm srfrflf^ sisn: il Vi n 

^ *nf^??r?n ^’ir: ^nnrwr I 

ci^r gifjfjre? 5?rtf^ mcjj ii ii 

sTcfr 3t*T<r: 51153^ > 

3jc35nif%Ji?33T 53: II R% II 

^ qt3 sTRs^Wt giifir i 

fisOTit^lS II II 

( Bha. Gi. VIII. 23-27 ) 

8. — The followers of the «?n!T3f*r are meant here 
by the Sutrakara. The Bhagavadgita itself gives an indication 
to it e. S'., 

^^rrq- usfr ff? ffrP3 ^ I 

g;£!^«n3itJR5 srpTOifer^ 3>»T«n?:onJ5:.ii (Bha. Gi. VIII. 12). 
See also Bha. Gi. VUI. 10 and 8. So, in Bha. Gi. Vni. 23 

are the g q w^ f i Tq;s. 

9. — ‘ These two Paths ’. Of., ^ rng ^TR'tirHk 
^spT I ( Bha. Gi. VIII. 27 ). In the Srutis which describe 

these two Paths, only the knowers of Brahman are meant, 
and nothing is said about 

10. The Sutrakara seems to be of the opinion that if a 
■«IR3Vf«T5^ knows Brahman, he is, according to the 6ruti, 
entitled to STSH^frl even if he dies at night or in the ^f^TCTRST. 
Therefore, he makes a double statement that the Smj-ti is for 
the Yogin and that these two Paths are mentioned only in the 
Smfti and have no sanction of the Sruti. 

11. feahkara seems to take in the sense of all 

or follower of any Yoga, because he explains as 

‘ 3t*I*eri^ As there is the question of Paths and as the Gita 
itself refers to the ^f^cntfST and 'SsaxRor as Paths, it is, 
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perhaps, better to explain in the Sutra as the two Paths 
of the Bhagavadgita. 

The Sutrakara seems to understand these two Paths as 
referring to time only, as said in Bha. Gl. VIII. 23, and on 
that ground he distinctly calls them Smarta, Sankara, however, 
tries to givethem sanction of the Sruti by asserting that 
alternately srflrj STfs, etc., may be interpreted as the 

earners mentioned in the Sruti instead of as the deities 
presiding over different periods of time. 



CHAPTER VI 


SECTION I 

The Well-known Devayana Path begins with the Flame. 

Sutra IV. 3. 1 


TRANSLATION 


[ T HE knower of Brahman leaving the body proceeds 
on his journey ] by the Path beginning with the flame 
( arcih ) because of its being well-known. 


1 



NOTES 

Sutra I 

1. In the previous Pada the process of the departure of 
the soul from the body in the case of one who has attained 
immortality has been described. In Sutra 18 of that Pada we 
were told that he leaves the body and proceeds following the 
rays of the Sun. In this Pada the Path beginning with the 
rays is first described and then the nature of the goal of the 
Path is discussed. 

2. The ‘ ray ’ ( ?:fx5r ) of Sutra IV. 2. 18 is the same 

as the flame ( ) of this Sutra. Both the words mean 

‘ a ray ’ and here it means the rays of the Sun. The word 
‘ ’ occurs in the 

3. ‘ It is well-known ’ that the knower of Brahman 
reaches Brahman by the Path the first station on which is 
the rays of the Sun, as distinguished from the Path which 
begins with the ‘ smoke ’ and which takes the performer of 

sacrifices to his heaven. ( is )• 

This is the sense of cTcST^^:. The Upanisads very frequently 

mention these, Cha. Upa. IV. 15. 5-6, Cha. Upa. V. 10. 1—2, 
Bx. Upa. V. 10, Br. Upa. VL 2. 15, Kau. Upa. 1. 3. Out of 
all these passages, Cha. Upa. IV . 15. 5-6, V. 10. 1-2, and By. 
Upa. VI. 2. 15 begin the Path with the rays of the Sun 
while Bf. Upa. V. 10, VI. 2. 15 and Kau. Upa. I. 3 differ in 
the description of the Path of gods from the other two passages. 

i. If we make a list of the stations from the two 
identical passages ( Cha. Upa. IV. 15. 5-6, V. 10. 1-2 ) we 
get the following order:— 

( 1 ) 31^:, ( 2 ) ( 3 ) w, ( ^ ) 

( 5 ) ( 6 ) ( 7 ) ( 8 ) 

and ( 9 ) 
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Bt. Upa. VI. 2. 15 begins the Path with but adds 

‘ ’ between and Br. Upa. V. 10 mentions 

^ ), 3T!^??r, and the which is and 

€Tf^. Kau, Upa. I. 3 begins the Path with which 

is followed by 5?S[55N>, srsrnife^ 

and 

The Sutrakara seems to accept Cha. Upa. IV. 15. 5-6, 
V, 10. 1-2 and Bf. Upa. VI. 2. 15 as the most well-known 
passages and in Sutras 2-3 he locates the worlds mentioned 
in the other passages than these. 



SECTION II 


Wind, next to the Year. 

Sutra IV. 3. 2 


TRANSLATION 

He goes to [ the world of ] the Wind from [ the 
world of ] the Year, on account of the difference and 
identity [between the Cha. Upa. ^ruti with the Samvatsara 

and the Br. Upa. ^ruti with the Vayu. 2 





NOTES 


Sutra 2 

1* The word occurs in Br. Upa. V. 10, viz., g 

gf ^ ^ ^«rr 

#, %5fT ^ g- 3n^c2wm=s^^ 'er 

?i«ri #, ^5T ^ 3^^^ 3TROTW, ^ g-?s[Jreniprr5^% 

cT^ gr i^f^^^.... ,..| The word is found in Kau. Upa. 

1, 3, where the order stands as «n 3^^5 

2. 3arratr5ri^5t|¥3En5q^— This seems to us to be appli- 
cable only to Br. Upa. V. 10; therefore, that only seems 
to be the and not Kau. Upa. I. 3. 


The ( Br. Upa. V. 10 ) is such that it has 

something in common and in difference with the Cha. Upa. 
Sfutis referred to in Sutra 1, viz., Cha. Upa. IV. 15. 5-6 and 
V. 10. 1-2. The srfsr ^ ^ or that in common between Br. Upa. 
V. 10 and Cha. Upa. V. 10 is the mention of 3 TiB[c?T in both 
the passages ; so, we must place before 3ii%r?r in any case. 
The between the same passages is that the Cha. Upa. 

Sruti mentions which is not mentioned in Br. Upa. V. 

10; therefore, we must place gjg after Thus, we 

locate gtl5 above ( and before sari^^T ). 


The Kau. Upa. Sruti has ‘ ’ which, as Sankara 

says, can be identical with 3Tf%; in the Cha. Upa. Sruti, but 
that identification does not help us in locating after 

the Year. If we take the Kau. Upa. as the it is 


not possible to point out its identity and difference with any 
other Sruti dealing with the same point, particularly with the 
Cha. Upa. Sruti referred to in Sutra 1. Sankara’s explanation 


is “ ^ ” {^o \\\) g?i!rr; 

‘ ^ 

^ sn^unrrs^ ’ ( 1- 
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According to this explanation, the mention of grcij in th® 
Kau. Upa. is without any particulars, but as in that 

Upanisad is preceded by and followed by and 

undoubtedly an order is implied in the list of the worlds 
because is mentioned as the last world, how can we 

say that in Kau. Upa, is not particularized ? Sankara’s 

reply that the Kau. Upa. Sruti gives only cr^i?iftT3[5§57JTI3r does 
not seem to be satisfactory. The Bjt. Upa. Sruti says that he 
goes to the from Thus, even if we grant 

that Kau. Upa. text does not aim at giving the names in order, 
while the Bp. Upa. does, we can at most place before 

in no case can we place after as 

is done in the Sutra. The requirements of the Sutra would 
be fulfilled only if we take stfcRriT and as those between 

the Cha. Upa. Sruti ( or any other Sruti ) with and 

another Sruti with grj. Moreover, “ ” would 

mean that the Sutrakara gives ttvo arguments, while Sankara’s 
way of interpretation reduces the expression to only one 
argument, ‘ ’ cannot mean ‘ and 

cannot mean Moreover, if we take the 

Kau. Upa. Sruti as the we may be asked, “ Why 

do you not locate ‘ ’ immediately after sirll or 31^: ? ” 

We have shown that there is an implication of order in the 
Kau. Upa. Sruti. 

One of the suggested by the Sutra must in any 

ease contain the word for the year ( ). Otherwise, 

cannot be located after the year. 

3. Why does the Sutrakara use the word instead 

of which is found in the ? 

4. We have already shown that By. Upa. V. 10 is the 

referred to by grij in the Sutra rather than Kau. 

Upa. I. 3. 


BO 
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Sankara tries to show the consistency of Sutra 2 according 
to which we have to place ( immediately ? ) after 
( and before ) with Br. Upa, VI. 2. 15 in which the 

knower of Brahman is said to go to ( directly ? ) from 

Sankara says that after and before 

followed by we should add from Bf. Upa. VI. 

2. 15, thus making the series as qrMT:, 

But it seems to us that the Sutrakara does not 
consider the location of because, perhaps, he does not 

distinguish from some one of the worlds preceding 

It is likely that the Sutrakarar drops 
because he has worded Sutra 2 as if he meant that immediately 
from one goes to is a very general 

term and all .these worlds are “ worlds of gods even 

may be interpreted as a Accprding to By. 

Upa. HI. 6, the order .of the 55t^s is as follows: — ( gnq: and 
are elements ), 

( The last is 

3R%arKS?Tr ). Elsewhere the worlds are said to be three, 
and ( Br. Upa. 1. 5. 16 ). Perhaps 

all the worlds which the Sutrakara does not consider, e. g., 

and are to be identified 

with one or the other of the worlds which he considers, viz., 
those in Cha. Upa. Sruti plus and ( Sutras 1, 2, 8 ). 
According to Tai. Upa. II. 8 the seems to be above 

and ?5S[ seems to be the lord of It is also 

likely that according to the Sutrakara the knower of Brahman 
does not go to at all, just as he does not go to 

and to ( See note on srsn'Tf^Rst^ on Page 396 ). 



SECTION III 


Vamna, next to the Lightning. 

Sutra !V. 3. 3 


( ^ nmi i 


TRANSLATION 


VaI^UI^A is above the Lightning, because of the 
connection of the two. 



NOTES 

Sutra 3 

1. ‘ ’ is used for the word in the Cha. 

Upa. Srutis IV. 15. 5-6 and V. 10. 1-2. Why is the synonym 
substituted for 

2. is clearly a reference to Kau. Upa, I. 3. 

is not mentioned in the well-known Sruti about the ffgrq'R 
' viz., the Cha. Upa. Sruti. So, the Sutrakara adds to the 
list in the Cha. Upa. 

3. — His reason for placing er^ot above is 

the connection between the two, both being associated with 
waters and gw being the Lord of waters (?). 

4. The Kau. Upa. Sruti (1. 3. ) places between 

^15^^ aud but according to this Sutra, we should 

place it after in the Cha, Upa. Sruti. 

5. Sankara suggests that above Varuna there are Indra 
and Prajapati, because ( 1 ) there is no other place for them, 

( 2 ) because Indra and Prajapati are mentioned in several 
Upanisads e. g., Br. Upa, III. 6. 1, Kau. Upa. I. 3. ( 3 ) 
because Varuna, Indra and Prajapati being strangers to the 
Cha. Upa. text should be placed only at the end as there is 
no special place for them, and ( 4 ) because the Lightning is 
the last station, according to the Cha. Upa. on the Path of 
gods which begins with the Rays. 

We do not think that this suggestion of Sankara is in 
agreement with the Sutrakara’s doctrine. From Bra. Su. IV. 

( See below ) it seems that Badari distinofuished 
between Prajapati and Brahman as two s>gjs ( Bra. Su. IV. 3. 

8 ), but Badarayana, though not absolutely identifying the 
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two, does not agree with Badari. We, therefore, suggest 
that the Stitrakara purposely drops and 

He may be identifying with Brahman and ex- 
plaining his view about the aspect of the Para as the 

Prajapatiloka of the Upanisads and, therefore, he may have 
dropped the mention of Prajapatiloka in‘ the list of the 
stations on the Similarly, would be not 

different from the where not the STflirTf^ but only 

the goes ( Bra. Su. HI. 1. 7 ), It seems to be also 

for this same reason that the Sutrakara does not mention 
as a station on the on which ( Path ) only the 

sT^nriRSI. proceeds. 

Thus, we may conclude that^g^^, and 

have been dropped by the Sutrakara because he would identify 
the former two with ^fs[Trg;^ or and the last one with 

or siffst,. The world of the Moon is the goal of those 
who do not know Atman; the world of Brahman, which is 
not different from Brahman itself, is according to the Sutrakara, 
the goal of those who know Atman. However, he locates 
and because he does not think that these two can 
be identified with any station mentioned in the 3T^5[;TT^[^Tcr. 

6. We do not agree with the view that there was 
originally a Sutra like “ 

I ” ( See Ramanuja and Vallabha ). Sankara has 

( in his hhasya- on Bra. Su. IV. 3. 2 ) explained where to 
locate which he thought was not located by the Sutra- 
kara; similarly, he seems to locate and !T5Tn% iu bis 

Commentary on the present Sutra. Also the language of 
and is foreign to the Sutrakara. 

Moreover, eic., is not a Commentary on 

asiitirft but in all we have here four arguments. In Bra. 

Su. IV. 3. 8 and 16, we believe, we have the view of Badari 
who distinguished between and 3^^ and that 

of Badarayana who did not accept that distinction. On account 
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of these reasons we do not believe that and 
should be located by any commentator ( About see above ). 

7. The Sutrakara does not mention because 

though it is attained by it is not an ordinary ‘ world ’ 

but it is the Para. In the case of the aspect of Brahman 
he clearly says that “ though there is something common 
between 5 ^ and a world, the former is not subject to the 
fault of ” ( Bra. Su. HI. 3. 51 ), 



SECTION IV 


Rays etc, are Conductors. 

Sutras IV. 3. 4-5 


(« ) 
(H) 




I 


TRANSLATION 

[The Rays, and others, are ] conductors, because 
of a Sruti expressly stating it. 4 

Because of the bewilderment of both [ the Rays, etc., 
and the knower of Brahman ], the*fact [ of the Rays, etc., 
being conductors ] is proved. 


5 



NOTES 

Sutra 4 

1. The Sutrakara here describes the nature of 

ST?;;, etc. He says that these 

mentioned in the Srutis of the,%^?Ti5I are conductors conducting 
the knower of Brahman on his journey on the Path of gods. 

2. * ’ refers to a definite Sruti in which the rays, 

etc., are distinctly said to be doing the work of a conductor. 
Very probably the following Sruti is referred to: — ^ 

l ( Mu. Upa. i. 2. 5 ). 
This Sruti is a proof that the rays are conductors, though it 
may not prove that the performer of sacrifices is conducted 
by the rays. ‘ ’ is generally used in the Sutras in the 

sense of a direct definite statement in the Sruti, and not 
in that of an indirect inference. 

3. As it is the question of a knower of Brahman, there 

is no possibility of st?:, etc., being By 

Sankara refers to Cha. Upa. IV. 15. 5 ( 

^ ), and says that from that 

Sruti we are to infer that in the previous case ( rays, day, 
the bright half ) there are human conductors, because in the 
there is said to be a superhuman conductor. This does 
not seem to us to be the sense of ‘ nor, even according 

to Sankara, does the Sutrakara mean that there are conductors 
in these worlds of rays, etc., but he only says that these rays, 
etc., are themselves conductors. 

Sutra 5 

4. If any more proof were wanted, the Sutrakara gives 
us the evidence here. If tt^us, si?;, etc., were not conductors, 
both the t:Bcits, 3??;, etc., and the knower of Brahman would 
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be in bewilderment. Perhaps the bewilderment is due to the 
absence of any third agency acting as a conductor. The deity 
of the rays, the day, etc., would not know how to guide the 
knower of Brahman and the latter, though indeed conscious, 
would not be at all in possession of the knowledge required 
for the onward journey. This seems to be the nature of the 
bewilderment. The fact that the Sutrakara speaks of the 
bewilderment of the rays, the day, etc., shows that he does 
not at all understand them to be without consciousness. 

5. crfc5!%J — Because there is the possibility of both being 
bewildered in the absence of any conductor, the rays, the day, 
etc,, are proved to be the conductors. 


B1 



SECTION V 


Conductor of the Lightening leads the Jndnin onwards. 

Sutra IV. 3. 6 

( \ I 

va 


TRANSLATION 

F I^OM the world of the JLightning [ the knower of 
Brahman is conducted to his destination ] by only the 
conductor belonging to that world, because of a Sruti 
about it. 


6 



NOTES 

Sutra 6 

1. This Sutra tells us what conductor takes the knower 

of Brahman to his destination. The Sutrakara says that the 
conductor belonging to the world of the Lightning takes the 
knower of Brahman to his destination. This also explains 
the meaning of ‘ ’ in Gha. Upa. IV. 15. 5, Cha. Upa. 

V, 10. 2, By. Upa. VI. 2, 15 and clears a doubt J;hat perhaps 
a conductor in the { ^ 55 ^^ and not 

being accepted as being separate ) leads the knower in 
his journey beyond the world of the Lightning. 

2. cTci: — A conductor who finally conducts the 

knower of Brahman to Brahman is mentioned in the Sruti Jrow 
the world of the Lightning, and, therefore, the conductor of 
that world only takes him to Brahman. The Sruti referred to 
is (Cha. Upa. 

IV. 15. 5-6; V. 10. 2 ). 



SECTION VI 


How far can the Vaidyuta Conductor lead 
the Knower of Brahman ? 

Sutras IV. 3. 7-16 

( V9 ) I 

( I 

(lo) i 

(??) I 

(\^) ^ I 

(W I 

iU) I 

W) I 

r^t imt I 



TRANSLATION 


B ADAI^I [ holds that the conductor carries the 
knower of Brahman to a world which is ] an effect [ of 
Brahman ] because the going of this conductor [ to that 
world only ] is appropriate, , 7 

and because [ the world which is an effect of Brahman 
is ] distinguished [ from that of Brahman ]. 8 

But, the designation of ‘ Brahman ’ [ is given in some 
^rutis to the destination where the conductor takes him ] 
on account of its vicinity. 9 

On the destruction of the effect [ the knower of 
Brahman goes ] further than this effect along with its 
governor, because it is said so in the ^ruti, 10 

and because of the Smrti. 11 

Jaimini holds that the conductor carries [ the knower 
of Brahman ] to the Supreme One, because of its being 
the chief aspect, .. 12 

and because it is shown in the ^ruti [ that the knower 
is bound for the chief aspect ], 13 

and there is no intention for the knowledge of 
the effect. 14 

Badarayana holds that [ the conductor ] carries those 
who do not resort to the Symbol [ Om ] because there 
is no fault in either case; and the knower of Brahman 
has made a specific thought for It, 15 

and the Sruti shows the difference between the ‘ effect ’ 
and the Supreme One. Id 



NOTES 

Sutra 7 

1. It seems that Sutras 7-16 form one Adhikarana. 

Badarayana’s view is given in Sutra 15, and generally in the 
Sutras his view is given when also those of others from 
whom he differs are given. Moreover, in Sutra 15 

seems to be a reference to the two views expressed in Sutras 
7-11 and 12-14 respectively. The view to take Sutras 7-14 
as one Adhikarana and Sutras 15-16 as another Adhikarana is 
a view older even than Sankara’s, as we learn from a discussion 
about it given by Sankara in his commentary. But Ramanuja 
takes all these Sutras ( 7-16 ) as forming one Adhikarana. 

2. The discussion in Sutras 7-9 seems to be on * 

snr ilit55rflr ’ ( Cha. Upa. IV. 15. 5 ) as Sankara rightly points 
out. Badari holds that the conductor from the world of the 
Lightning carries the people to a world which is an effect of 
Brahman, created by Brahman, viz., 

3. ’ ’ in the Sutra seems to us to refer to the 

mentioned in the preceding Sutra ( IV. 3. 6 ). This 
conductor is not a knower of Brahman and, therefore, argues 
Badari, he can go upto or only, he cannot 

go to CR 

4. Because the conductor can only go 

upto ‘ ’in “ ’Sr air ” ( Cha. Upa. IV. 

15. 5 ) and ‘ ’ in “ Wife ” ( Br. Upa. VI. 

2. 15 ) mean sr^nqfe^f; or of Brahman. The conductor 
cannot go to ggr'il or qT and therefore he cannot carry the 
knower of Brahman to ipc. 

5. As 3iifegife?E is said to be the carrier or conductor 
of the knower of Brahman in the preceding Sutra and as the 
nature of the destination of the journey with him is not 
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mentioned as yet, we believe that Sutra 7 begins the discussion 
of the question: “ Where does the conductor carry the knower 
of Brahman ? ” This is a difiFerent question from that of 
“ What is the nature of Muhti or where does the Brahmajfianin 
go in the state of emancipation ? ” The being 

himself not entitled to go to the or cannot take the 

knower of Brahman there, while the Srutis say that he takes 
the jnanin to Brahman; thus, a discussion arose on this 
question. But as regards the conception of MuUi, all the 
three thinkers, Badari, Jaimini and Badarayana seem to have 
held the same view, viz., that the knower of Brahman goe$ to 
the Para which is. higher than the or srsTfqfa^^, in the 
state of liberation and that having gone there the original form 
of the soul becomes manifest. All of them agreed to call this 
manifestation of the original form of the soul ‘ Muhti ’ ( Bra. 
Su. IV. 4. 1-2 ). The does not say that the 

emancipation is attained when the soul knowing Brahman 
reaches the place where the can take him. From 

these Sutras ( 7-16 ) it seems clear that all these three 
thinkers agreed that reaching the Para was the goal, (see q?: 
in Sutras 10, 12 ) and that reaching the or was 

not the goal. None of these Sutras shows that any doubt 
about this was ever raised. They differed only as to tohere or 
how fa/r the conductor could carry the knower of Brahman. 
That this is the topic in Sutra IV. 3. 7-16 is clear from srei 
being a reference to the mentioned in Sutra 6 

and also in Sutra 15 being a reference to the same 

Beyond the the could not 

carry the but STsriq^ or ( m. ) himself accom- 

panied him to qf at the end ( ) of the 
according to Badari ( Sutra IV. 3. 10 ). 

8. But Sankara takes 3T^q in Sutra 7 as referring to 
(instead of to the and, therefore he has to explain 

as ^Ircrstrcrr. . Why of only is possible ? „ To 
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answer this question Sankara gives two reasons : — (1) 
and (2) 

We think that the question of the nature of Mukti or, in 
other words, the question about the impossibility of the Para 
being an object or place to be reached by journey, is not at 
all discussed here. That question is based upon the two 
arguments of and src?|vnfiTc^ which are not mentioned 

by Badari and these arguments are answered by neither Jaimini 
nor Badarayana; but Sankara himself gives the supposed 
replies to these objections of Badari in his commcntciT’y on Bra. 

Su. IV. 3. 14 ( *Tfci5?Tcn sit )♦ 

This leads us to conclude that in the Sutras we have no 
discussion of q^Cstfr'S: qfctsicft or srJTrcfsisr. The only question 
is whether the conductor can go to qo?t^ or to qfw is 

the act of going, not JircTStrsi. 

Sutra 8 

7. In the ( Cha. Upa, IV. 15. 5, By. Upa. 

VI. 2. 15 ) the and are not distinguished. The 
Sutrakara has taken those Srutis as the authentic text of 
^qqt*t ( Bra. Su. IV. 3. 1 ). But in other Srutis like Bf. Upa. 
III. 6. 1, IV. 3. 31 and Kau. Upa. I. 3 the SRnqf^aR is 
distinguished from the Brahmaloka. The Sutrakara did not 
mention sisnqfa^q* in the list of the stations on the 
given in Sutras IV. 3. 1-3, because it was to be indirectly 
discussed here ( Sutras IV. 3. 7-16 ). Badari seems to refer 
to the Srutis where sraftqfe^qj and are distinguished 

and most probably to Bf. Upa. III. 6. 1 ( M'jliqfd- 

qra^q^q^m i ). The qq4 

and qFC are distinguished in this Sruti; is the q^, 

is the q;i4. Beyond SRnq%^q>, there is but 

beyond this latter there is no loha. So, Badari seems to mean 
that the conductor can go to and, therefore, can lead the knower 
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of Brahman to only the Prajapatiloka, though this loha is not 
mentioned in the 

8. Sankara refers fg$ri^rar^ to the plural number of 

in ‘ ’TJTa% ’ ( Bf.Upa. VI. 2. 15 ). But, rather 

he ought to have taken it as referring to the word in that 
Sruti, which is absent in Cha. Upa. IV, 15. 5, In fact the 
plural number is also used in the case of 

snrrq^^^ and 

in Bf. Upa. III. 6. The cannot also be 

explained as referring to the word in because 

to Badari, Jaimini and Badarayana there was no difference 
between and so long as ‘ iTJTqf^ ’ was used along 

with them. Sutra 8 rather refers to a distinction between 
and q?: or ^rkot and that suggests a reference to Br. Upa. 
HI. 6. 1 where is said to be ‘ srgflrqjcvqj ’ and 

the JRTTqfe^y^ is traced to it, 

Sutra 9 

9. Since Badari believes that the conductor can take the 
knower of Brahman only to the SRnqfg^qj, he has got to 
explain why the «rfiraii% says that he takes the 

to sTlR. or the q?;. So, in this Sutra he says that 

or gir^stq; is very near SRqqfg^qj and, therefore, though 
really the conductor takes to the Sruti 

says that he takes him to the q^. 

10. g is intended to refute the view that the conductor 
can take or takes the knower of Brahman to the Para. 

11. Sankara seems to take iii ^ metaphorical sense. 

We think, it really refers to the view of Badari and others 
that or q?: is near U srUqf dgiVc . In the next Sutra, 

Badari says that on the dissolution of the qjtq the knower 
of Brahman goes to which is higher than this. In 

Bra. Su. IV. 4. 17, the SutrakSra says that the form of the 
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liberated is devoid of the dealings of the world because it is 
remote from the world ( I )• 

According to Sankara, the ( of his School ) is 

very near the f^cisTiT^ and therefore the expression sigr^ is 
used in 51^ ( Cha, Upa. IV. 15. 5 ), instead of 

5T§r^l> or srsiT'lfw^^* ( For Sankara’s explanation of this 
Sutra, see Sa. Bha. on Bra. Su. I. 2. 1 where Cha. Upa. III. 
14. 1-2 is discussed. ) 

Sutra 10 

12. This Sutra tells us how those who are carried by the 

conductor to or would be carried further to the 

13. Instead of any conductor, the governor of the 

or accompanies the knower of Brahman to the 

Para. The knower of Brahman goes to the Para from the 
Prajapatiloka on the dissolution of the latter. This is Badari’s 
reply to the question who will take the knower of Brahman 
to the Para if not the conductor. 


14. 3Tf¥T«n*n?f. — This argument is also given by the 
Sutrakara in other Sutras. It means that there is a Sruti 

, I 

expressing the statement, here a Sruti expressively stating 
that the knowers of Brahman ( who are in a world produced 
by Brahman ) are released on the destruction of that world. 
Such a Sruti is possibly the following: — 


^ ’Bill 


( Mu. Upa. III. 2. 7 ) 


The word “ ” occurs also in the Smrti quoted by 

Sahkara in his commentary on Sutra 11. Perhaps from this 
verse Badari infers that the knowers of Brahman go to a 
world which is an effect of Brahman and gain liberation at 
the time of its destruction. 
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15. Sankara argues that Sutra 10 is Badari’s reply to a 
doubt based upon the We believe, it is Badari’s 

reply to a probable question, viz.^ who will carry the knower of 
Brahman to the Para, if not the conductor, and when. Going 
to the sr^qfrT^^ is no MuUi^ not even because 

for MuUi it is necessary to go to the 

has another meaning and it is not in conflict with 
Badari’s view that the conductor can take the knower only 
to the There is no reply to this so-called argument 

( in Sutra 10 ) of Badari based on in J aimini’s 

arguments; and the aunff^^^s are in fact discussed by the 
Sutrakara in Bra. Su. IV. 4. 22. 

Sankara takes as referring to the 

but in those Srutis there is no mention of or 

Besides, the sTTngi^^s, as discussed in Bra. Su. IV. 
4. 22, have a different meaning according to the Sutrakara. 

Sankara adds that in the the individual soul 

carried there by the conductor gets right knowledge ( 

). But in fact, there is no such suggestion in the Sutra. 
Badari believes and Jajmini and Badarayana agree with, him 
that it is the hnower of Brahman whom the conductor carries 
to a place where the latter can carry him. 

Sankara connects Sutra IV. 3. 10 with Sutra IV. 4. 22. 
We think, the Sutrakara does not intend any such connection 
( See our notes on IV. 4. 22 ). 

Thus, Sutra IV. 3. 10 does not prove Saiikara’s conclusion 
that it is impossible to go to the Para. 

Sutra 11 

16. A Smfti like the one quoted by Sankara is meant 
by the Sutra. But Badari refers to it to show that it is in 
company of Brahman or Prajapati the Governor of the 
that the conductor takes them to the Para. 
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17. Sankara says, “ ”• 

is correct only so far as Badari’s view about the qiw of the 
is concerned. But Badari’s view about the iifgr of 
srUfii^q^s is that they go to the Para along with Prajapati, 
He does not say that the Para is not an object of jt!^. He 
only says that the cannot go to the Para. 

Sutra 12 

18. Jaimini believes that the conductor takes the knower 

of Brahman to the Para, according to “ ^ tRIsiL ” 

( Cha. Upa. IV. 15. 6 ). We should connect “ in the 

Sutra with »m«T% in the 

19. We think, this word corresponds to 

the word sr^i^ in Bra. Su. III. 2. 14 ( ^ <TcSr«IR?q!g[^ ) 

and in Bra. Su. III. 3. 11 ( ) as also in 

Bra. Su. HI. 8. 43 ( I- )• Jaimini says that 
sT^ in q»nq^ stir Trnqf^ is the chief aspect of the Supreme 
One and therefore the conductor takes the knower of Brahman 
to the Para and not to Badari also agrees that in 

this Sruti is the Para ( See Sutra IV. 3. 9 ). 

♦ I 

20. Sankara takes in the sense of ‘ primary sense ’ 

( sr^3[(5^^ We think, ‘ ’ is here used for 

‘ susTR because the two are synonyms. The Sutra is not 
worded as or 

Moreover, according to Saiikara, Jaimini’s view is a 
Purvapaksa and Badari’s is the Siddhanta. JVe have already 
said that Badarayana’s view mentioned in Sutras 15-16 is the 
Siddhanta, and consequently the views of both Badari and 
Jaimini are in a sense Purvapaksas. 

Sutra 13 

21. A Sruti in which the knower of Brahman is described 

as going to or attaining the Para the Supreme One is here 
meant. Such a ^ruti is “ I ( Tai. Upa. II. 1 ), 
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and also ‘ <I5C ’ ( Cha. Upa. VIIL 

12. 2 ), ^ qTT qfn: ( Ka. Upa. III. li ), 

q^icqt s^qgqf^ ( Mu. Upa. ill. 2. 8 ), siRrii^m 

( Pra. Upa. IV. 10 ), criTf^K^iq<T%qr^M 5Tw^tfcrJTSR:- 

qt %f^ ( Pra. Upa. V. 7 ). On the strength of these 
Srutis Jaimini argues that the cmductor takes the knower of 
Brahman to the Para. In these Srutis it is clearly stated 
that the sTU^ffqq. goes to or attains the Para and in Cha. 
Upa. IV. 15. 6 it is stated that he is led by an 
so Jaimini concludes that the carrier takes the knower of 
Brahman to the Para. 

22. Sankara does not quote any Sruti in which the Para 
is said to be the goal reached by the knower of Brahman, and, 
as usual, does not notice the context that here the question 
is as to where the conduct^' can take the knower of Brahman. 

Sutra 14 

23. Jaimini argues that the knower of Brahman does not 

aim ( ) at knowing ( srfgqf^ )• So, the conductor 

must be supposed to take him to the Para and not to the 

Jaimini draws attention to the fact that Srutis like Tai. 
Upa. II. 1, Cha. Upa. VI. 2, ask or advise a man to know 
the Para, and not the or qsnqJ^^^. 

24. Sankara takes ‘ qf^qf^' ’ in the sense of ‘ entering, ’ 
but the Sutrakara uses the word in the sense of ‘ knowledge ’ 
( Bra. Sui I. 3. 27 ). And in the preceding Sutra the Sutrakara 
already refers to such Srutis as state that the goal of the seeker 
of liberation is the Para. So, we think, in this Sutra the d)ject 
of the knowledge of the seeker is used as an argunient to 
prove that the conductor takes the man to the Para. 

25. Sankara’s arguments that Jaimini’s view, thoiigh 
mentioned second should be taken as a Purvapak^ and that 
Badari’s view, though stated first should be regarded as the 
Siddhanta do not seem . to us to be convincing, because 



414 


Intxrpbktation 


Badarayana’s view given in Sutras 15-16 seems to us to be 
the Siddhanta. 

26. Sankara mentions an interpretation of these Sutras 
by a predecessor of his, who took Sutras 7-11 as the Sutras 
of the Purvapaksa and Sutras 12-14 as those of the Siddhanta. 
We think, this predecessor had no correct reading of the 
Adhikarana, which, we believe, consists of Sutras 7-16. 
Moreover, the predecessor also thinks that iiRr means 

and sreq means in Sutra 7, just as Sankara believes. 

For this reason we are led to think that this predecessor 
had no correct account of the traditional interpretation of 
these Sutras. 

Sankara’s other arguments like (1) 

(4) etc., etc., 

are neither expressly nor implicitly meant in these Sutras. 

One can hardly agree with Sankara’s view about the 
introduction of Jaimini’s opinion in the Brahmasutras, viz., 
“ qt#:? ( sr. f^qRr: q^: 1 ‘ qi: 

’ ( q. f g q^Rr^«f^«TRqiwsT?^ 

i 

Sutra 15 

27. As we have already stated, Sutras 15-16 form a part 
of the same Adhikarana as Sutras 7-14. Sutras 7-11 and 
12-14 gave respectively the views of Badari and Jainaini; now 
Sutras 15-16 give that of Badarayana. 

28. We have said that the topic of this Adhikarana is, 
where the conductor can take the knower of Brahman, because 

in Sutra 7 seems to us to refer to the in 

Sutra 6. Also qqfq in Sutra 15 shows the same. 

29. qcftqilSTqq— SRft^s of Brahman are the symbols under 
which Brahman is meditated upon, e. g., the Syllable Om, 
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the Sun, the Name, eic., etc. The result of the meditation on 
the Pratikas is either some worldly enrichment ( Of. Cha. 
Upa. VII. 1-14 ) and the result of the meditation on the 
Syllable Om is the attainment of Brahman ( Pra. Upa., Mu. 
Upa., Katha Upa., and Bra. Su. III. 3. 25-26 ). 

30. We do not think that in this Adhyaya there is any 

possibility of a direct discussion about meditations not leading 
to the attainment of Brahman. Therefore, we believe, it is 
not likely that the meditations on the Sun, the Name, the 
Speech, etc., as Brahman can be possibly referred to by the 
Sutrakara here. Only such meditations as result in the 
attainment of Brahman are likely to be mentioned here. The 
meditation on Brahman through the of the Symbol 

Om is the only that leads to the achievement of 

liberation. The Syllable Om is called ‘ ’ in the Katha 

Upa. Thus,- the possibility of the Om being the topic here 
on account of the reference to and the word 

suggest that the Sutrakara has in, his view the Pra. Upa. 
Sruti which discusses the meditation on Om leading to Brahman 
( Pra. Upa. V ). The next Sutra refers to the between 

the two aspects of Brahman ( which Badari would distinguish 
as and ) and, as the Pralina Upani^d refers to two 
aspects of Brahman, we believe, Sutra 16 also supports our 
view that Pra. Upa. V is referred to by .Sutra 15. 

31. If we take Pra^na Upani^d V as referred to in 
these two Sutras, the view of Badarayana would seem to be 
as follows:-— 

He says that “ The conductor carries ( upto the place 
where he can go ) those meditators of Brahman who meditate 
on Brahman without the resort or help of the. Syllable Om” 
( ). This is consistent with the 
Pra. Upa. 6ruti. According to it he who meditates on Om as 
consisting of three maJtras ( parts ) is carried upwards by the 
Sdmans to the sftqgrq and sees the Purusa who is 
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higher than this highest ( cc?r5EiTI^g«rqr?TOctTt 5^1?;)- 

Pra, Upa. V, 5. Now, as the meditator who resorts to this 
Pratika is carried upwards by the Samans, Badarayana says 
that those meditators on Brahman who do not resort to the 
Symbol Om are ca/>'ried hy the conductors. 

32. Badrayana held the above view because both Badari 

and Jaimini were correct ( ). Both of them were 

correct according to Badarayana and, therefore, he gave his 
own view that the conductor carried only those knowers of 
Brahman who did not resort to the Syllable Om. These 

may meditate on sraPT or 5^ as stated in Bra. 
Su. III. 3. 11-54. Therefore, and are both of 

them respectively correct. 

33, — Badari has not considered and Jaimini has 

not pointed out in favour of his own view, that the meditator 
on Brahman ( without resorting to the Syllable Om ) makes a 
determinate thought about reaching Brahman, and, therefore, 
we must suppose that in either case he reaches Brahman 
immediately after leaving this world. The argument of ‘ ’ 

seems to be a reference to ^ ^TT'cI 

^ 3^ «Tst% cr^ert 

^?r I 

n 3n?JiFcTf??r sr^crfircr! 

( Cha. Upa. III. 14 ). In this Sruti we find 

a definite determination or resolve on the part of the meditator 
that he would he horn unto this Atman, this Brahman aft^r 
leaving this world. This is one more argument according to 
Badarayana as to why hoth Badari and Jaimini are right in 
their views ( S^e Sutra 16 ), Badarayana and Jaimini do not 
consider the point whether the conductor can go upto the 
or upto the tiic; they emphasize the fact that the' specific 
thought of the meditator about his goal and his object of 
knowledge shows that he must be conducted to his goal. 
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34. Sankara takes Sutras 15-16 as forming an independent 
Adhikarana. According to him “ ” means 

“ 3Tsrcftin^^»TI51. flr^TOtSTsfrns^ ” “ those who resort to an effect 
of Brahman [ as Brahman ] but who are other than those 
resorting to sr^fjs i. e., “ those meditators of Brahman who 
meditate on some of Brahman other than the 

•as Brahman. ’’ Sankara seems to divide meditation on Brahman 
into two classes, ( 1 ) those who meditate on the pure Brahman, 
*. e., those who realize Brahman itself, and ( 2 ) those who 
meditate on an effect of Brahman; this second would consist 
of (a) the so called ^TJprltircrsBS and (b) the 
‘ meditators on ^1^, etc., as in Cha. Upa. VII. In Sutra 

ni. 3. 31 as interpreted by Sankara, it was stated that the 
is the iri^ of (a) and (b). Now, says " Sankara, in 
Sutra IV. 3. 16, the Sutrakara asserts that the is 

the of only (a) ; thus, according to Sankara, the Sutrakara 
in this Sutra modifies what he has said in Bra. Su. III. 3, 31, 
because here ( in Sutra 15 ) he excludes the 

( = from those mentioned in Sutra 

in. 3. 31. Thus, according to Sankara’s interpretation, Sutra 

III. 3. 31 which was a Siddhanta Sutra in Adhyaya III becomes 
as it were a Purvapaksa Sutra in Adhyaya IV. This kind 
of context itself makes Sankara’s explanation of Sutra 

IV. 3. 15 and of Sutra III. 3. 31 doubtful. It is very rarely 
that the Sutrakara ever withdraws or modifies in a later 
Adhyaya what he has established as a Siddhanta in a 
preceding Adhyaya. 

It seems to us that the Sutrakara never distinguishes 
between the meditators ( or rather the knowers ) of Brahman 
in the pure form and those in its “ effect ’’ form. He 
• does distinguish between the meditators on Brahman itself 
and on Symbols of Brahman. In the Sutra ( 15 ) there is 
no word to suggest the modification of the sense of 
by the addition of instead of by adding 
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taken as understood. Moreover, because of the fact that here 
the question is about being guided or carried by the conductor^ 
we think that all the are not considered here but only the 

Symbol Om is the point of reference here ( See the above Note ). 

‘ ’ according to Sankara means the fact ( 1 ) that 

the Sutrakara holds that all the whether depending 

on STcft^s or not, go by the as in Sutra III. 3. 31, and 

( 2 ) now he says that only those who do 

not resort to iTcft^s, go by the in Sutra IV. 3. 15. 

But to us it seems that should be a reference to two 

exactly opposite views about one and the same point and that 
in this particular case it refers to Badari’s view that the 
conductor tak^s ( the knower of Brahman ) to a world which 
is an effect of Brahman and the view of Jaimini that he takes 
( the same person ) to the Supreme One itself. We have 
proposed to connect 3iTsrcflr^R5T^?n5r^^% with 
as Proposition and Argument; Sankara takes them separately 
and, then, gives his own reason for viz.^ 

sifq ”, This reason is not suggested 

by any word in the Sutra itself, but it results, according to 
Sankara, from the relation which he understands between this 
Sutra ( 15 ) and Sutra III. 3. 31. Sankara says that “ g'Rjg: ” 
is an argument for and then he says that in 

^igwftqr^Rs without there is and in ^rgwtqt^Rs 

with iTcftf: there is no ‘ ’ is, according to him, 

not a ^ mentioned definitely in any Sruti, e. g., in Cha. Upa. 
in. 14. 4, but only * 

It seems to us that the topic here is about * ’ as 

distinguished from srpiftfa or In the case of 

there is possibility for neither of the two, 
unless one meditates on Brahman as which is the last 

stage m that series and which ( vjttji.) is explained by the 
Sutrakara ( Sutra I. 3. 8 ) as Brahman itself. For this reason 
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it is not possible that the Sutrakara would at all discuss 
here. 

Sutra 16 

35. — From the context we think that 

the or difference meant here is that between the two 

aspects of Brahman regarding which there is a differerence 
between Badari and Jaimini as to where the conductor takes 
the knower of Brahman and, which the Sutrakara seeks to 
reconcile in Sutra 15. 

36. Moreover, as Badarayana particularly refers to a 
Sruti about the difference between the aspects of Brahman, 
we think that he does not entirely accept the view of Badari 
and Jaimini regarding the same; but rather he partly differs 
from both and partly agrees with them. 

37. As the here is the difference between the two 

aspects of Brahman, we think, the Sutra refers to Pra. Upa. 
V. 2-7, where the difference between q?: and srq?: stgiq is ' 
mentioned. This is more likely because the same Sruti is 
indirectly referred to in Sutra 15. 

38. If Pra. Upa. V. 2-7 is the in Sutra 16, we 

cannot interpret either the ^ruti or the Sutra independently 
of Sutra I. 3. 13 ( ), where the Sutrakara’s 

interpretation of the 5^ in Pra. Upa. V. 5 is given, and of 
Sutra III. 3. 39 ( crag ) where he again refers to his 

own view about the ^rutis discussed in Bra. Su. I. 3., one 
of which is the present Sruti. 

39. Now, we think, in Bra. Su. I. 3. 13 the Sutrakara 

says that iftqsrJT of Pra. Upa. V. 5 is the who 

is the object of the act of seeing ( ). In Bra. Su. 1. 1-3, 

the Sutrakara takes up one word in a Sruti and says that the 
particular term means Paramatman ( or Purusa ). Thus, 

is Paramatman because of ( Ura, Su. I. 3. 1 ), 

;gjTs^ is Paramatman because of ( Bra. Su. I, 
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3. 8 ), 3?^ is Paramatman because of ( Bra. Su. 

I. 3. 10 ), is Paramatman because of the succeeding sen- 
tences ( Bra. Su. I. 3. 14 ), is Paramatman because of 

the Sabda itself ( Bra. Su, I 3. 24 ), ( we may say that ) srrnT 
is Paramatman because of ( Bra, Su. I. 3. 89 ), is 

Paramatman because of and 3nqJl5J is Paramatman because 
of ( Bra. Su. I. 3. 41 ). On the analogy of all 

these cases, we suggest that ‘ ’ in Sutra I. 3. 13 means 

‘ sftqsTir; ’ and the Sutra would be ‘ ’ 

meaning “ The Principle called (or is Prama- 

tman because he is called ( lit. ‘ the object of the act of 
seeing ’ viz., 5^ )”. is a term of doubtful meaning and 

the Sutrakara clears it by this Sutra. In the first Sutra of 
each Adhikamna there is a term of doubtful meaning, which 
it is the purpose of the Adhikarana to explain. So, in this 
particular Sruti the Sutrakara explains as 5;^^ or q?:flRJnn.ir 

In Bra. Su. III. 3. 39 ( Vide our interpretation of that 
Sutra ), the Sutrakara says that the Srutis or thoughts dis- 
cussed in Bra. Su. I, 3. 1 and the succeeding Sutras may be 
optionally applied to the or fq?:tq;K aspect of Brahman, 

though the Sutrakara has explained them as those belonging 
to or dealing with the giWJl?: or aspect. So, on the 

strength of Bra. Su. III. 3. 39 we are given the option of 
interpreting as or aspect of Brahman 

though it may also be taken as the or aspdct, as 

the Sutrakara has done in Bra, Su. I, 3. 13. 

40. In the light of the above consideration, it seems to 
us that the Sutrakara takes the or and 

or j^^q aspect as two aspects taught in Pra. Upa. V. 5 and 
referred to as qq; and srq?: srir:!, in Pra. Upa, V. 2 ( qgr|; 
^srcqqqq qt ^iqt m ). 

According to the Sutrakara and ^grqjp: are two 

aspects of Brahman and similarly it is called and 

^ We have used ‘ Wcqqi. ’ in the sense of the qr^R; aspect hei’e. 
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and the distinction between these two is like that between sifl; 
and ^^55 ( Bra. Su. III. 2, 27 ). We have shown that the 
Sutrakara mentions these two aspects in Bra. Su. III. 3. 8 
which refers to Bra. Su. III. 2. 27, and in Bra. Su. III. 3. 10, 
and that in Bra. Su. III. 3. 11-54 he deals with the meditation 
on these two aspects of Brahman. 

On the strength of Bra. Su. I. 3. 13 and III. 3. 39 
is the or aspect and is the aspect, 

as shown above. The Sutrakara seems to think that 
is a term like ?;?arsr«T and Now, according to him, 

Brahman is mainly or, is the chief aspect of 

Brahman ( Bra. Su. III. 2. 14 ) and 5^ is the aspect. 

Thus, in Pra. Upa. V. 5 would be the Para Brahman 

( qt sfH ) and would be the siqic gff mentioned in Pra. 
Upa. V. 2. 

41. The above being the difference between the two 
aspects of Brahman, the Sutrakara would take the or 

to be the tp: ansii of Jaimini and 3^ to be the of 
Badari. The distinction between the two aspects mentioned 
by Badari in Bra. Su. IV. 3. 8 is to be similarly undetrstood, 
according to the Sutrakara. in Bp. Upa. III. 6. 1 is 

the ?iTq^ an, and which is the is the 

sl^. According to the Sutrakara these two are not two st^s 
in the ordinary sense; in the case of Sutrakara 

clearly says that there is no and this is further 

proved by the fact that he drops the mention of 
after Sutra IV. 3. 3;t is not a of Brahman, 

but it is another aspect of Brahman, viz., the aspect of 

Brahman, which stands on an equal level with the as 

being and as giving absolute final emancipation ( Bra. 

Su. III. 3. 44-54 ). The same Brahman is at the same time, 

j" It is in accordance with the Cha. Upa that the Sutrakara drops 
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in all the different states, both and ( Bra. Su, III, 

2. 11 ). Thus, the Sutrakara does not agree with Badari that 
the or 5 ^ aspect is a 5ER of the or aspect, 

and he also does not agree with Jaimini that i»n:rsErc or 
is higher than or different from what Badari called Both 

Badari and Jaimini thought that the is a but 

Badarayana thinks that the is no ( in the 

ordinary sense ), no but another aspect of the itself. 

In short, the difference between the two aspects is not 
that between and q?:, but it is the difference between two 
names given to the same object from different standpoints, 
like the names and given to a serpent. Taken in 

this sense, Badarayana says, that the carries the 

aiJtqi^qi to his goal viz.. Brahman, whether he 
meditates on Brahman as 3 isq^ ( = ) or 2 ; 5 q ( = ). 

In this sense, both Badari and Jaimini are correct and there- 
fore acceptable to Badarayana, when we understand the 
or difference between these two aspects in the above way. 

We believe, this is the interpretation of Bra. Su. IV. 3 . 16. 
Badarayana thinks that the question as to where the conductor 
can take the knower of Brahman is decided ( 1 ) by the 
question as to wlma he takes ( and ) and 

( 2 ) by the question what is the difference between of 

Badari and q^: of Jaimini. sracftqjRiqq sj^qi^ may be a 
meditator on either of the two aspects of Brahman and he 
has made a specific thought that he is to go to Brahman after 
leaving this world. Therefore, he must be carried by the 
conductor to his goal. And again, there is no fundamental 
difference between what Badari calls or 55 ^ 

or aspect ) and what Jaimini regards to be the q?; 

( or aspect ). One who meditates on 

Brahman through the Syllable Om is carried by the Samans, 
but who one meditates on it otherwise must necessmily be 
carried by a conductor, because the conductor is mentioned with 
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reference to this latter, while his function is performed by 
Samans with reference to the former. 

42. According to Sankara, Sutra 16 discusses the nature 
of the fruit of JirJTri^sdll^qTeHts. In his opinion, as in Sutral5 
it was said that the do not go to the 

it remained still to explain what is the result of sicft^qi^sTTs. 
‘ ’ is not the between and qr, but between 

the various ; thus, is ‘ ’? 

according to Sankara ‘ ’ refers to Cha. Upa. VIL But, 

it seems to us that the qn?q sT^qi^qTS such as are described 
in Cha. Upa. VII have been discussed by the Sutrakara in 
Bra. Su. III. 3. 60. 



CHAPTER VII 


SECTION I 

Manifestation of the Original Form of the Released Soul 
after Union with Brahman. 

Sutras IV. 4. 1-3 


( \ I 

( ^ ) 5^J I 

( ^ I 

TRANSLATION 

[The individual soul ] having been united [ with 
the Supreme One ], there is the manifestation [ of the 
real nature of the individual soul ] because of the Jsruti 
with the words “ with his own ” ( i. e., Cha. Upa. Vlll. 

12. 3 ). 1 

It is the liberated one [ who becomes manifest ], 
because of the main Proposition. 2 

It is the soul [ of the liberated one, who becomes 
manifest ], because of the context. 


3 



NOTES 

Sutra 1 

1. ‘ ’ is undoubtedly a reference to Cha. Upa. VIII. 

12. 3, as Sankara points out. In the last Adhikarana of the 
preceding Pada it was decided that if the released soul has 
not resorted to the Symbol Om, he is led by the conductor to 
the Supreme One ; and that if he has ressorted to it the Samans 
lead him to the same. Now the Sutrakara tells us what 
happens after he unites with the Supreme One. 

2. — The Sutrakara does not hold that the 

or union at the end of the is absolute merging of the 

individual soul into Brahman, because he says that after union 
there is the manifestation of the real form of the soul. 
Sankara does not seem to emphasize this point sufficiently. 

3. — Some Srutis like the following are not 
clear on the point of manifestation, e. g., 

tr^sn jito’CT i 

( Mu. Upa. III. 2. 8 ). 

The Sutrakara gives a proof for the fact that after union 
with the Supreme One, there is a manifestation of the individual 
soul. The verb “ ” in the Sruti ( Cha. Upa. VIII. 

12. 3 ) may be interpreted in the sense of production ( )5 
as Sankara says. But “ ’’ can only mean 

that the individual soul becomes manifest in his own real nature. 

4. With this Sutra ( IV. 4. 1 ) we should compare 

( a) { Bra. Su. II. 3. 3i ). 
This Sutra says that the ajofs of TOTRJTqL vvhich are 
substantially present in the soul become manifest in 
liberation ( See Bra. Su. II. 3. 29 ), and 


64 



4B6 




( 6 ) ( Bra. Ss. L 3. 19 ), where the 

Sutrakara refers to the same Sruti as is referred to 
in the present Sutra and says that the Sruti describes 
an individual soul whose real nature has become 
manifest. 

5. According to Sankara the very first Sutra discusses 

whether the soul becomes manifest with any new accidental 
( ) attributes or without them. According to us this 

question is considered in Bra. Su. IV. 4. 5-7. Bra, Su. IV. 4. 1 
asserts that there is a manifestation after union, i. e., manifestion 
of the liberated soul after union with the Supreme One 
attained at the end of The argument ‘ seems 

to us to have been used by the Sutrakara to explain ‘ ’ 

as ‘ Sankara argues that proves that only 

the Atman becomes manifest, not with any new attributes. 
But, this does not seem to be the point discussed here at all. 
The fact that only the Atman of the liberated becomes mani- 
fest is in our opinion mentioned in Sutra IV. 4. 3 ( See below ). 
The Sutras quoted above ( I. 3. 19, II. 3. 31 ) show that acco- 
rding to the Sutrakara the real form of the soul is concealed 
during bondage and that he becomes manifest in his own 
natural form in liberation. Sankara himself also knows that 

’ has the sense of 3TlcJf)[?T “ the soul’s own ( real form )”, 
but he tries to show that ^ ’ means snrJTI, not 

Sutra 2 

6. In this Sutra the author tells us that the one who 
becomes manifest after union is the Iterated one (gxu). Of. 

( Bra. Su. I. 3. 19 ), where also it was 
said that the Surti described a liberated soul. It is the 
liberated one who becomes manifest after union with the 
Supreme One. 

It should be here noted that the Sutrakara here gives 
us his own idea about or liberation. is not the 
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complete merging or fusion of the individual soul into the 
Supreme One, but it is the manifestation of the soul in its 
own form, after having been united with the Para. 


7. sri^gi«n^- sr^i^ ’ here seems to have been used for 
the main proposition. Generally the Sutrakara uses the 
word ‘ sifcTlfT ’ -itself in this sense, e. y., I. 4. 20 and 23, II. 
2. 21, II. 3. 6. So, why does he use sr^^«T here instead of the 
usual word srflr^T ? 


The main Proposition in the present case is what Sankara 
his commentary, viz., ^ sricJntrfcIH'JTl 

II ( Cha. Upa. VIII. 7. 1 ). 


points out in 



The words siqfcrqicrrif 

passage describes the liberated soul. The fact that the Sutra- 
kara takes Cha. Upa. VIII. 12. 3 as dealing with the liberated 

one is also known from 3* 

3. 19 ). The word ‘ grTTORI,’ Sutra is a reference to Cha. 

Upa. VIII. 12. 3 which is the of this Adhikarana. 

8. Sankara explains ‘ ’ as ^ 

Does he mean that the 

Sutrakara here tells us that the liberated one is no longer 
‘ bound ’ again ? If so, we should point out that it is the last 
Sutra ( IV. 4. 22 ) which tells us that the liberated never return 
to this world, or are never reborn in this world. Here the topic 
is not that of the liberated being born again in this world, 
but the Sutrakara seems to tell us that it is the liberated soul 
who becomes manifest after union with the Supreme One, 

Sutra 3 

9. It is the individual soul who becomes manifest. The 
Sutrakara uses the word ‘ sricilt ’ in the sense of the individual 
soul. The body does not become manifest. The subtle body in the 
company of which the individual soul united with the Supreme 
One in the heart at the time of the departure did not come out with 
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the soul when he left the body through the hundred-and-first artery. 
It seems to have been burnt by the flame of the top of the 
heart ( Bra. Sti. IV". 2. 17 ). This point does not seem to us to 
have been clearly stated in the Sutra ; so it is doubtful as to 
what happened of the subtle body. It may be that the subtle 
body accompanies the soul also when he is led by the conductor 
to the Supreme One ( ik) and when he becomes manifest in 
his real form after union with the Para, only the soul 
becomes manifest. This latter seems to be the point emphasized 
in Sutra 3. 

10. seems to be a reference to the fact that in 
all these sections ( Cha. Upa, VIII. 7-12 ) the individual soul 
is the topic of discussion, as Sankara explains in his commentary 
on Sutra IV. 4. 2, Thus, the context shows that it is the 
individual soul that becomes manifest in its real form after 
union with the Para. 

11. Sankara holds that this Sutra explains the 

in Cha. Upa. VIII. 12. 3 as the Supreme One. But 

as he himself remarks, this is the topic of Bra. Su. I. 3. 40 
And, that the destination of the knowner of 
Brahman described variously as etc., etc., 

is and not has been decided in Bra. Su. IV. 3. 7-16. 
So, we do not think that either of these questions is touched 
here once again. The question here is “ Who becomes mani- 
fest after having been united with the Supreme One ? ” And 
the Sutrakara tells us that it is the individual soul in 
liberation, that becomes manifest in that way. Sankara takes 
in Cha, Upa. VIII. 7. 1 as the liberated soul, in his 
commentary on Sutra IV. 4. 2 and as in his commentary 

on Sutra IV. 4. 3. 



SECTION II 


Non-separation of the Revealed Soul from the Supreme One. 

Sutra IV. 4. 4 

( V ) I 


TRANSLATION 


[The liberated soul who becomes manifest after 
being united with the Supreme One becomes manifest ] 
in non-separation with the Supreme One, because it has 
been shown in the Sruti. 


4 



NOTES 

Stitra 4 

1. It has been said in the preceding Adhikarana that 
the individual soul in liberation becomes manifest after union 
with the Supreme One, Now the Sutrakara tells us that he 
becomes manifest and he remains in non-separation from the 
Supreme One from whom he becomes manifest. In the 
‘ bondage ’ he lives in separation, but not so in liberation. 

2. seems to be a reference to Srutis like si g 

( Br. Upa. IV. 3. 23-32 ). 
See Note on Sutra IV. 2. 16 where the meant by the 

Sutrakara is explained with reference to the union of the 
subtle elements with the Supreme One in the heart. In the 
Upa. IV. 3. 20-31 is intended to explain the 
identity or union of the soul with the Supreme Being in deep 
sleep and Bf. Upa. IV. 3. 32 says that the same is also the 
case in the state of liberation ( q:^issEqr q?:Jn TOTI #1^1 ) 

Thus, the Sutrakara describes the state of liberation or 
absolution as that of non-separation of the soul from the 
Supreme One. The word is based upon the ^ruti 

W g 51^ and should be contrasted 

with the word in Sutras like g JwwtV 

( Bra. Su. II, 3. 7 ). Also Cf. w 

( Bra. Su. H. 1. 35 ), and ( Bra. 

Su. II. 1. 13 ). 

The exact nature of in Sutra IV. 4. 4 would be 

clear from the Sutras which follow it. 

3. Sankara quotes many other Srutis besides the above 

one as referred to by ^grig.. But it seems to us from Sutras 
IV. 2. 16 and IV. 4. 4 that the Sutrakara attaches importance 
to Bt. Upa. IV. 3. 23-31 and would explain the other Srutis 
describing liberation in the light of that ^ruti. Sankara 
explains as absolute identity of the soul with Brahman 

and makes use of other Srutis besides Bjr. Upa. IV. 3, 23-31 
to support bis conclusions. 



SECTION III 


Nature of the Revealed Form of the Soul: Three views. 

Sutras IV* 4. 5-7 

( 's ) ^i3[^PTai: i 

TRANSLATION 

( JaIMINI holds that the liberated soul becomes 
manifest in his own original form i. e ., ) in a Brahma form, 
on account of the mention of that form ( in the list of 
the forms which the soul assumes ) in the ^ruti, and 
other reason. 5 

“ In the subtle form of consciousness, because the 
individual soul consists of it ”, holds Audulomi. 6 

Badarayana holds that ‘ Also thus, there is no incon- 
sistency ( with the ^ruti, viz., ) because 

of the mention ( and ) because of the original existence. ’ 7 



NOTES 

Sutra 5 

1. In this Adhikarana the Sutrakara seems to explain 
the nature of the libterated soul’s own form in which the 
liberated soul becomes manifest, as said in Sutra 1 ( 

Cha. Upa, VIII. 12. 3 ). It has been said in Sutra 
3 that only the soul of the liberated becomes manifest. Now, 
we are told what is the nature of the soul’s oivn form. 

2. — This is a reference to the word sn^t in such a 

^ruti as cr^«it ^ 

^5«ipircit ^ 

f^rs^ ^ aisn'Tc^ 

( Br. Upa. IV. 4. 4 ). Out of the various forms mentioned 
here it is the su§r form in which, according to Jaimini, the 
liberated soul becomes manifest. 

By ^ arrf^ ’ we may take such arguments as the fact that the 
soul is in non-separation with the sr^; so, his form also is aq^. 

I 

3. Sankara explains srjfr as referring to q eTrtTTTSqsa'- 

qi’^T : ^rcqqjur; 

^ f^lTTf^rTsq: I ( Cha. Upa. VIU. 7. 1 ). But to 
us it appears that ‘ ^q?qi?r ’ refers to Br. Upa. IV. 4. 4 where 
the very word sifr is given ; and gt^r would mean “ possessed of 
all the attributes of Brahman ”. In Bra. Su. II. 3. 29 the 
Sutrakara says that the soul has all the attributes of the 
Supreme One in substance and in Bra. Su. II. 3. 31 he says 
that they become manifest in liberation. By * srri^ ^ Sankara 
understands several other Srutis to have been referred to. 

Sutra 6 

4. Audulomi believes that the individual soul consists of 
‘ consciousness ’ and therefore the liberated soul becomes mani- 
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fest in A form of mere consciousness. In the opinion of Jaimini 
the soul in liberation would be possessed of all the attributes 
of Brahman, and all would mean not only consciousness 
( ), but 3TT«T^ and all other attributes of Brahman menti- 

oned in Bra. Su. I. 1-3. Audulomi seems to hold that the 
individual soul does not consist of c^c., but only of 

consciousness, and that therefore he becomes manifest only 
as mere consciousness or thought. 

I 

5. Sankara seems to find Audulomi’s view very agreeable 

to him and thinks that it is better than that of Jaimini. He 
had taken ‘ ’ in the preceding Sutra as referring to Cha. 

Upa. Vin. 7. 1; so, he says that Jaimini’s view gave only a 
negative description, while Audulomi’s view gives a positive 
one. He goes further and says that etc., belong 

to Brahman on account of its 5fcnf^s, so they cannot really 
belong to the individual soul in liberation. They do not form 
the of the liberated as does Ir^Tf^T; so, the ^r^or, siicTrsRtlT, 

etc., demonstrated in the Sruti as the attributes of the liberated 
are only meant to convey the idea of mere absence of misery. 
The Sutrakara does not seem to understand as 

not admitting of any kind of positive enjoyment. The question 
of positive enjoyment in the state of liberation is discussed 
by the Sutrakara in Sutras IV. 4. 13-14, and 17-21. 

Sutra 7 

6. Badarayana seems to think that both the views of 

Jaimini and Audulomi are consistent with the Sruti. is 

more than mere consciousness, because it is also Bliss, etc. 
So, we cannot say that Badarayana regarded the views of 
Jaimini and Audulomi as consistent with each other. Therefore 
we must conclude that here means “ consistency with 

the ^ruti. ” As both the views are said to be consistent with 
the Sruti, we should also conclude that Badarayana held that 
^rutis gave an option to the liberated soul on this point. 

SB 
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7. ‘ also so ’ or ‘ even so ’ means ‘ also according 

to the view of Audulomi ’ there is no contradiction of the Sruti, 
becuase of ( and ). The Sutrakara says that 

just as Jaimini’s view is supported by ( and ), 

so also Audulomi’s view is supported by the same arguments. 
Thus, supports the conclusion stated in the above note. 

— There is no contradiction with the Sruti in 
both the ways, according to the view of Jaimini and also 
according to that of Audulomi. 

8. — The Sutrakara refers to the mention of the 
nature of the individual soul as mere consciousness, in the 
Sruti. There are many such texts : — 

(a ) sTjrf ( Br. Upa. 

IV. 3. 30 ). This Sruti says that in the state of 
liberation the consciousness of the soul ( ) 
does not disappear. 

( Br. Upa. Ill, 7. 22 ). This Sruti according 
to the Sutrakara ( I. 2. 20 ) describes the individual 
soul as consciousness. 

( C ) ^^iTsr: sriorii ( Br. Upa. IV. 4. 22 ). 

( d ) BrfTJrn^Tsr siritj ( Mu. Upa. III. 2. 7 ). 

( e ) fgiTRRm ?rt: ( Pra. Upa. IV. 11 ). 

Cf. in Sutra IV. 4. 6. 

In all these passages the individual soul is stated to be 
consciousness or consisting of consciousness. The Sutrakara 
says that just as there is the mention of the of the 

soul, similarly there is also the mention of the or 

of the soul. 

9. ‘ By his original existence ’ i. e., before he 

was ‘ bound, ’ he was only consciousness ; thus his original 
form was that of consciousness. The Sruti ( l) 
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says that in liberation the soul becomes manifest in his own 
form ; thus it teaches that he becomes manifest in his original 
form i. e.f in the form of consciousness. 

Thus, Badarayana holds that even according to the view 
of Audulomi there is no inconsistency between the form of 
the liberated soul and the ^ruti viz., Cha. Upa. VIII, 12. 3, as 
there is no such inconsistency according to that of Jaimini. 
Both the views are mentioned in the ^ruti. 

i 

10. Sankara says that Audulomi’s view is to be accepted 
as the absolute truth and Jaimini’s as the practical truth. Perhaps 
this sense he brings out from and his interpretation of 

Sutra 6. To us seems to mean that even the view of 

Audulomi is supported by the Sruti, thus both the views, of 
Jaimini and of Audulomi, being proved to be supported by the 
Sruti ( ). The Sutrakara seems to us to support both 

the views equally on the ground of so that there is 

no distinction of one being the absolute, the other the relative 
view. Sankara understands as the of the 

instead of the of the as we have proposed 

to take it. ‘ ’jlnnq ’ means according to Sankara 

Thus, ‘ tjq ’ is interpreted by him as reterrijig to the Sutra 
preceding Sutra 6, and «nqRl^as To us ‘ ’ 

seems to mean ‘ former or original existence ’ and to refer to 
* ’ iu the Sruti. Sankara interprets “ ” as 

‘‘ ” between the views of Jaimini and Audulomi. But, 

if there was real srf^r^vr, why should the two teachers have 
differed at all ? Moreover, taking one view as absolutely real 
and another as practically or relatively real shows that a kind of 
is admitted, which is tried to be solved by resorting to 
the scheme of qjscfnfCrqj and sqjqflRqj truth. The Sutrakara, 
however, seems to admit both the views as consistent with 
the Sruti; this conclusion is supported by ‘ qqjrJq ’ ‘ also so’, 
in the Sutra. We think, ‘ would be more 
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naturally interpreted as we have done it ; and ^ ’ is 

like ‘ ’ in Sutra IV. 4. 12 . And though <35 in other 

^[^s, refers to what is said in a preceding Sutra, the compound- 
word is never found in the Brahmasutras in the sense of 

( e Besides, ‘ ^!T ’ in the Sruti and 

in the Sutra, makes it clear that according to the 
context there is here the mention of an original existence. So, 
we believe that Badarayana here supports both the views, of 
Jaimini and of Audulomi, equally. Moreover, *rrsi should be 
interpreted as existence rather than cannot 

mean 3Tarc?n^?TRI^. Sankara takes 



SECTION IV 


Fulfilment of every Desire of the Released Soul 
by mere WUl: Self-lordship. 

Sutras IV, 4. 8-9 
( <S ) I 


TRANSLATION 

But, the released soul gets every object of desire 
only by will, because of the Sruti about it. 

And for this very reason he is without a Iqrd other 
than himself. 



NOTES 

SBlra 8 

1. As the shows, this Adhikarana tells us 

how the released soul attains the fulfilment of his desires. 
In the ( Gha, Upa. VIII. 12 ) we read about the 

enjoyment of desired objects by the released soul, viz.^ ?nr 

Tiwpir: I ( Gha. Upa. 

VIII. 12. 3 ). The Sutrakara says that this enjoyment on the 
part of the released soul takes place merely by his will. He 
has to make a desire, and the desired object is present before 
him. Of. also SFriTIs^ ^ ( Gha. 

Upa. VIII. 13. 5-6 ), 

2. From the Gha, Upa. Sruti ( VIII. 12. 3 ), it may be 
supposed that women, vehicles, and relatives of the released soul 
are present in the world of Brahman ( neu. ) for the enjoyment 
of the released one. This, supposition is rejected by g in the Sutra. 

3. rTS^: — This is undoubtedly a reference to Gha. Upa. 

Vin. 2, as'^ Sankara points out. There it is stated that if the 
released soul wishes to see his father or ancestors, his mother, 
his brother, his sister; these persons arise before him jfi’om his 
pure will ( ) and he enjoys in their company. Thus, 

the relatives ( in Gha. Upa. VIII. 12. 3 ) become 
present in only through the will of the released one 

( Gha. Upa. VIII, 2 ). Similarly, all other objects of 

enjoyment like friends, garlands and perfumes, food and drinks 
( Cf. 5r^R; in Gha. Upa. VIII. 12. 3 ), songs and music and 
ladies ( Of. in Gha. Upa. VIII. 12. 3 ) arise out of the will 
of the liberated one. 

It seems that this topic is taken up for disQussion 
immediately after the various topics arising out of the 

in order to show that this part of the ( the 
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meeting of the released soul with his relatives and others ) is 
to be interpreted in the light of Cha. Upa. VIII. 2. 

4. According to Sankara the of this Sutra arises 

from Cha. Upa. VIII. 2 itself because, though in that Sruti it 
is clearly stated that the objects of desire arise out of only 
desire, it may be supposed by a that as in the world, 

the of the released also requires some other like 

a human effort, in order to produce the things required. We 
think that because the very words ‘ ’ occur in the 

as in the Sutra, and because the topic in Cha. Upa. 
VIII. 2 is that of the liberated, there is no room for such a 
doubt arising out of Cha. Upa. VIII. 2. The Sutra, therefore, 
seems to us to remove doubts arising out of other Srutis like 
Cha. Upa. VIII. 12. 3, Tai. Upa. II. 1, etc,, wliich may lead 
to the supposition that these objects are ^present in 
as in the heaven ( ) of Gods. It is in Sutra IV. 4. 21 

that is denied and alone is established in the 

state of release. In Sutra 8, the purpose seems to be to tell 
us that the ggi is not dependent upon others for his wtq 
( see the word srqfqifqqfq in the next Sutra ). 

Sutra 9 

5. * sr^r qq as in other Sutras, means ‘ on account of 
the very reason mentioned in Sutra 8.’ 

6. Because all the objects of enjoyment arise in the case 

of the liberated from his will only and he has not to depend 
upon others, he is master of himself, he has no lord over him. 
^ * easy he a reference to Srutis like ^ 

^«q^^ qqN ^qi qqfq i ( Cha. Upa. 

VII. 25 ). Compare also Cha. Upa. VIII. 1. 6 quoted by Sankara. 

7. In the case of the soul in bondage, he does the 
actions, but the fruit of his actions is given by God ( Bra. 
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Su. II. 3, 41 and Sa. Bhasya on Bra. Su. III. 2. 38-41 ). But 
in the case of liberation as soon as the soul makes a wish 
he gets the thing. 

8. Sutra 9 explains the Srutis in which the individual soul 
is said to be or identical with Of. Sa. Bhasya on 

Bra. Su. IV. 4. 17-21. 



SECTION V 


Option of a Body in the case of the Released: 
consistent with FidfUment of Desires. 

Sutras IV. 4. 10-14 

( j 

( ? O I 

( ?^ ) I 

(W) I 

( ?« ) I 

TRANSLATION 

B ADARI holds that there is non-existence of a body 
in the case of a liberated soul, because the Sruti says so. 10 

Jaimini holds that there is existence of a body in 
, his case, because of the mention in the Sruti of an option 
regarding the number of bodies of a liberated soul. 1 1 

Badarayana holds that the revealed form of the 
released soul is of both the kinds, as in the case of the 
.Dvadasaha sacrifice, on the ground of these ( Srutis ), 12 

because of the explicability of enjoyments as in 
dream, in the case of the non-existence of a body, 13 

[ and ] as in the waking state, in the case of the 
existence of a body. 

»e 


14 



NOTES 

Sutra 10 

1. As Sutra 13 indicates, the topic of this Adhikarana 
is whether the released soul, who becomes manifest in its real 
nature, has a body or not. The question of the body must 
follow that of the nature of the soul. 

2. Badari holds that there is no body in the case of a 
released soul, 

3. 3TI1; — This seems to be a reference to such a Sruti 

as (a) 

^ iTrmfsw ^g;5[RT: I ( Cha. Upa, VIII. 12. l ), 
(&) JTc^^cIT ^tCIFC 

5r^s«rf5riT!?rftd.j^cT: arprft srir? i ( By. Upa. IV. 4. 7 ). 

These Srutis state that the soul in liberation has no body. 

4. According to Sankara the released soul has a mind as is 
proved by the fact that he gets every object of enjoyment by mere 
thought of it ( ;a^5q-Sutra 8 ). He does not take 3Tf^ as 
referring to a Sruti stating that the released soul has no body, 
but he takes it as a reference to Cha. Upa. VIII. 12. 5 ( JitTg'- 

) and says that that Sruti proves that the 
released soul has no body. To us it appears that some Sruti 
stating that the released soul has no body is referred to by 
the Sutra, as shown by us. 

Sutra 11 

5. Jaimini holds that the released one has a body. 

6. This refers to Cha. Upa. Vll. 26. 2 where 

the released soul is stated to have as many bodies as he likes, 
as Sankara rightly points out. 1 ( Cha. 

Upa. VII. 26. 2 ). 

I 

7. Sankara remarks that this option of the number of 

bodies to be assumed is mentioned in the and that 

though this is this power of assuming 
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many bodies belongs to ^arfggi and is mentioned in 
for “ the praise ” of This should be understood to 

be Safikara’s own view. Jaimiui seems to believe that the 
power to assume many bodies is the result of the knowledge 
of the Supreme One ( see Sutras IV. 3. 12-14 ). 

Sutra 12 

8. ‘ 5ficr: ’ means ‘ on account of the twofold Srutis/ 
viz., those which say that the liberated soul has no body e. g., 
Cha, Upa. VIII. 12. 1, Bp. Upa, IV. 4. 7, and those which 
state that the liberated soul can assume as many bodies as 
he likes ( Cha. Upa. VII. 26. 2 ). 

9. Badarayana holds that the subject admits of both the 
possibilities on account of the twofold Srutis. 

10. is a sacrifice and as Sankara sa^'s, it is both 
a ( a sacrifice with many sacrificers ) and 3T^*r ( a sacrifice 
with one sacrificer ) ; similarly, the knower of Brahman gone 
to the Para may have a body or may have no body. 

Sutra 13 

11. In Sutras 13-14 Badarayana gives arguments showing 
that a released soul may have a body or may not have any 
body at all, and yet the enjoyment of objects of desire taking 
place in the state of liberation is possible, 

12. If he has no body the enjoyment of objects would 
be possible as in the state of dream ( see. Bra. Su. III. 2. 1-3 ). 

Sutra 14 

13. Sankara rightly says that the liberated even may 
reasonably have enjoyments as we in our waking state, when 
the liberated has a body. But his word ‘ 5^ ’ cannot have 
been written here in its literal sense, because thereby he 
would contradict himself on Bra. Su. IV. 4. 11. But see Ss. 
bhasya on Bra. Su. IV. 4. 16. 

14. This Adhikarana proves that the liberated soul may 

or may not have a body. 



SECTION VI 


Pervading Nature of the Released Soul. 

Sutras IV. 4. 15-16 


( 1 %)* f| I 


TRANSLATION 

T HE entering [ into all, of a released soul ] is like 
that of a lamp, because the ^ruti shows it. 15 

Because [ the original form of the liberated soul is ] 
made manifest with regard to [ either of the two states 
of ] deep-sleep and union ( with the Para ) or liberation. 16 



NOTES 

Sutra 15 

1. In the case of the liberated soul the Srutis say that 
* he enters all ' or he pervades all. His all— pervasion is often 
mentioned in the Upanisads. So, in this Sutra, the Sutrakara 
seems to us to mention that all-pervasion and also to explain 
the same. 

2. He says that in the case of the released soul there 
is a pervasion ( 31?% ) like that of a lamp. By giving this 
simile the Sutrakara seems to intend to convey his view that 
the liberated soul does not merge into Brahman" or does not 
lose his individuality when he becomes all-pervading. The 

or rather of the liberated soul is like that of a 

lamp. The lamp keeps up its individual existence and yet 
pervades all things around it. 

3. — There are fcSrutis about the 3n% of the 
liberated soul, e. g., 

(a) SRSTPcH? I 

^ il 

( Mu. Upa. III. 2. 5 ) 

ih) ^ il 

( Pra. Upa. IV. 11 ). 

Strictly speaking we require a Sruti in which the all-per- 
vasion of the released soul is compared with that of a lamp. 

4. According to Sankara this Sutra discusses the question 
how the released soul occupies many bodies at a time. In the 
preceding Adhikarana the released soul is given the option 
of having a body; and there is mention of his assuming many 
bodies in Bra. Su. IV. 4. 11. However, the following points 
need be considered*.-- ’( 1 ) Only end?? is mentioned in this 
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Sutra, but not the entrance into many bodies. ( 2 ) “ ” 

is a vague reference for our purpose. ( 3 ) Moreover neither 

si^q nor snW is mentioned in the given by Sankara 

and, really, that was the fqqqqtqq in Bra. Su. IV. 4. 11; so 
we believe that his ( Cha. Upa. VII. 26. 2 ) is not 

the correct one. ( 4 ) The next Sutra which should be taken 
as an argument of does not support the entrance into 

many bodies, but rather it supports our view of the pervasion 
of the released soul as the topic of this Sutra, For these 
reasons we do not think that Sankara’s view about the topic 
of this Adhikarana is correct. See Note ( 7 ) below. 

Sutra 10 

5. This ^utra gives an argument in support of the 

mentioned in the preceding Sutra. And as it ( this Sutra ) 
clearly supports in the sense of “ pervasion ”, sqrqq;?^, 

we believe that Sutra 15 also discusses only the of 

the released soul, without referring to any particular question 
of pervading many bodies at a time. The word ‘ ff ’ clearly 
shows that Sutra 16 gives an argument for the statement in 
Sutra 15. 

6. The lamp-like pervasion of the individual soul in 
the released state is possible, because his original form is 
made manifest with reference to the two states of deep sleep 
and union with Brahman. 

This Sutra has reference to many Sutras. The soul is 
said to be possessed of the substance of the attributes of 
Brahman ( Bra, Su. II. 3. 29 ), and it is said that this form 
of the soul becomes manifest in the state of liberation, just 
as manliness which is latently existing in childhood becomes 
manifest in youth ( Bra. Su. II. 3. 31 ). is one 

of these attributes. Similarly, Sutra III. 2. 7 ( 

^ I ) and IV. 4. 1 ( also 

corroborate the sense of this Sutra, 
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Another important point to be noticed is that the perva- 
sion of the liberated soul is like that of a lamp and is similar 
to his pervasion in the deep-sleep state. So the manifestation 
of his substance of does not conflict with his 

mentioned in Bra. Su. II. 3. 21-27. And also the view that 
the soul has the substance of the ajors of God is corrobo- 
rated in as much as the soul is not like God but he 

has 

7 As already said, Sankara found that Sutra 16 does not 
support his interpretation of Sutra 15, but rather contradicts it. 
It was this feeling, on account of which Sankara could not 
connect Sutra 16 with Sutra 15, as an argument ( tg) and 
proposition respectively. For his interpretation of Sutra 16, 
he found it necessary to give an introduction about the 
of the soul in liberation, mentioned in several 
Srutis. So, to Sutra 16 we are to add 
( ); ^nd then we are to interpret ^ 

^ ’ as an argument of that sentence. He takes ‘ ’ 

as cil’q ( 

We believe, it is not 
proper to divide Sutra 16 ( which is a 

sentences, and to add ‘ ’ to the Sutra. 

is the »S in Cha, Upa. VIII. 12. 

3 and Bra. Su. IV. 4. 1. Sankara takes in the 

sense of ‘ expounded \ As a result of his wrong interpretation 
of in Sutra 15, Saiikara has to say that Sutra 15 deals 

with ?iJjUTfq?II while Sutra 16 deals with 

However, if Sutras 15-16 are to be taken as explaining 
how the released soul occupies many bodies at a time, we 
believe that the Sutras do not support Sankara’s view that it is 
through Rather Sutra 16 speaks of the pervasion of the 

released soul in general and it shows that the soul pervades 
the bodies and remains also outside the bodies like a lamp 
( from which other lamps are lighted, or which pervades the 
place where it is lighted ). 



SECTION VII 


Revealed Form of the Soul devoid of 
Worldly Dealings and Changeless. 

Sutras IV. 4. 17-21 

(1%) ^ gf«iT f| I 

( I 

( ^O. I 

TRANSLATION 

[ T HE revealed ( or re-manifested ) form of the 
released one is ] devoid of the worldly operations ( influ- 
ence, workings ), because of the context and because of 
its being remote [from the world]. 17 

If it be argued that “ [ It is not so ] because of a 
Sruti or direct statement ”, we reply, “ No, because it is 
a statement about those who belong to the group of 
officers; 18 

and [ that revealed form ] is not subject to change, 
because the Sruti mentions its continuation or permanence. 19 

And the ^ruti and Smrti show it similarly, 20 

and because of the text about the similarity [ between 
the soul in this world and the revealed state of the released 
soul ] in the point of enjoyment of desires only. 




21 



NOTES 

Sutra 17 

1. In the preceding Sutra the revealed or remanifested 
form of the released soul is mentioned. So, we believe we 
have here to take that form to be qualified by 

This section, therefore, seems to us to deal with the state or 
form of the released soul. 

2. The form of the released soul is not subject to the 
workings or dealings of the world, L e., it is not subject to 
birth and death, and also other operations of the world. 

3. as the preceding Sutra and Sutra 1 

of this Pada refer to Cha. Upa. VIII. 12. 3, we may take 
‘ the context ’ as a reference to Cha. Upa. VIII. 7. 1, viz., 

^ | 

Here the soul which becomes manifest when released is 
said to be arqfcrqtcjTi ‘ free from sins, ’ fqsR ‘ without old age, ’ 
‘ without death, ’ ‘ free from sorrow, ’ etc., etc. 

The Sutrakara seems to think that the dealings or workings 
of the world, like old age, death, sorrow, etc., are absent in the 
remanifested form of the liberated soul, because the context 
shows that it is so. The word ‘ ’ in the preceding 

Sutra also suggests that may be explained by 

quoting By. Upa. IV. 3. 22, sr=r fqmsfqcn tncTl^tlWI 

«nTaTtssnT»ii^criq^^?Tiq5qIs5Tfqiq3 
qm rftoif clfT «aqfs^^RIfi:3[q^ «iqf^ 1 All 
dealings of the world are here denied of the remanifested form 
of the soul. The description applies both to the deep-sleep 
state and to the state of liberation ( Cf. Bra. Su. III. 2. 7 ). 


67 
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4. I In the discussion of the problem of 

or being the goal, it was argued by that 

sTfT^^ was called stlT because the two were near each other 
( rr^5irq%^[|: I Bra. Sa. IV. 3. 9 ). 

In contrast to this, the Sutrakara says in Su. IV. 4. 17 
that the revealed form of the released soul is so remote from 
the world that the former is not influenced by the latter at all. 

5. According to Sankara this Sutra discusses the question 

whether the meditators of who get the state of equality 

( ) with Hiranyagarbha gain absolute or limited Lordship. 
The reply is that their lordship is limited because they get 
aif^TTl^sisr^’ but not the lordship of creating and destroying the 
world which belongs only to the the permanent Lord. 

To us it appears that according to the context of the Pada 
and also of the immediately preceding Sutra, ‘ 

refers to which is referred to in the 

preceding Sutra and which becomes manifest in liberation 
( Bra. Su. IV. 4. 16 ); and means birth, death, the 

relationship of father and son, etc., etc., castes, etc. By 
Sankara does not refer to any particular text where the 
is mentioned, but he takes it as 
( = cR ? ) because in the matter of creation and 

destruction of the world the permanent Lord is the topic”. And 
does not mean the ( spiritual ) distance between 
and the but it means that “ the meditators are 

‘ remote ’ in the matter of Thus, according to 

Sankara has the same sense as 

is ST^cT while 5^8 are in the matter of 

But we think, sj^cTR and are spoken of as the 

same entity here, viz., In fact no ” is referred 

to or implied in the preceding Sutra or this Sutra. 

Sutra 18 

6. siR^q%i[ng;;--This Sutra gives ano bjection to 3rJr3[?irqrc" 
The opponent argues that the Sruti itself says that 
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“ the or the liberated experience death in the at 

the time of the end of the Para ‘ ’ means the Sruti. 

And may refer to such a text as 

( Mu. Upa. III. 2. 6 ). 

The first half of this verse may be taken as a direct or 
express mention ( src?f^q^?[r ) of the released. In Sutras IV. 
3. 7-15 it has been decided that in such texts as 

gfT^^q: a ^ to: ( Br. Upa. VI. 

2. 15 ), means the Supreme Brahman. ‘ qRgsqfpcT ’ would 
mean ‘ are released ’ i. e., ‘ become free from body ’ as in 
cTFT ( Cha. Upa: VI. 14. 2 ). 

Moreover, ‘ qnf^WJT® ’ would be a direct statement about the 
destruction of the Para or the Supreme One. So, this Sruti 
may be referred to as mentioning ‘ the operations of the world ’ 
in the case of the released. 

7. — The Sutrakara does not grant 
the opponent’s interpretation of the above Sruti. He says 
that the statement of that Sruti refers to those who belong to 
the group of oflScers, Indra, Prajapati and others. They also are 
entitled to the study of the Vedanta and they remain in their 
office even after the rise of the knowledge of Brahman ( Bra. 
Su. I. 3, 30 ) and are released when those worlds over which 
they rule are destroyed. Thus, the Sruti pointed out by the 
opponent refers to those who have got g’?lin»T and who are in 
the group of officers, and not to the released who have attained 
the Para. 

8. According to Sankara ‘ ’ refers to such 

texts as Tai. Upa. I. 6. 2, ‘ ‘The released 

one gets sovereignty.’ He says that in this Sruti the released 
one is said to get ‘ unlimited lordship.’ He solves the compound 
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qT: I Can we say that 

tR fsq?: is an ( appointed ) officer ( ) ? And why 

should it be ? The sun is not at all referred to in 

the Sutra. would mean ‘‘ the group of officers ” 

and would mean the Sun, the Varuna, Indra, Prajapati and 
other officers. We cannot say that like the disc or orb of the 
Sun, there are similar orbs in other worlds of 
etc. So the interpretation of Trw555 as 

is also foreign to the Sutra. The various sri^TcTfls are not at 
all referred to in the Sutra. Moreover, the ‘ ) 

is not mentioned in either of these two Sutras ( 17-18 ) but is 
derived from the word ‘ ’ which Sankara takes as 

implied in Sutra 17. 

In fact the explanation of those Srutis in which the 
liberated soul is said to be or Lord seems to have been 
given by the Sutrakara in Bra. Su. IV. 4. 9 ( 
qf^JI ) and II. 3. 29 ( 9 etc, ^ and Oha. 
TJpa. VII. 25. 2 and VIII. 1. 6 ( ^ 

I ) which Sankara quotes under Sutras 27-28 is 
also quoted by him as the of Sutra IV. 4. 9. Such 

Srutis, according to Sutra IV. 4. 9, do not mean that 
mentioned therein depends upon ‘ q?: but 

rather the Sutrakara interprets them as showing the power 
of the liberated to gain any desired object from mere wish 
( ^q;5q^q g l Sutra IV. 4. 8 ) without depending upon 

anybody else but themselves, 

Sutra 19 

9. This Sutra seems to us to give one more argument for 

the statement in Sutra 17. Thus, with we should take 

as understood “ The revealed form of the liberated 

one is not svhject to change and that shows that it is devoid 
of the dealings of the world, like birth, death, sorrow, etc. 

10. 1 The abiding nature or the permanence 
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or, we may say, the continuance of the revealed form of the 
liberated is mentioned in Srutis like ( 1 ) 

?[rTs«cft; ( By. Upa. V. 10. l ) ; ( 2 ) 
q?:t5 gruffer ( Br. Upa. VI. 2. 15 ). In these 

Srutis the liberated are said to continue staying in Brahman for 
eternal ages. The released is said to live in the ‘‘ world of 
Brahman ” for eternal ages, for unlimited years. So, the form 
of the liberated is eternal or permanent. 

11. ‘ f^«lfgr ’ shows that by we are to understand 

SlfiT and Out of these three conditions, only is 

the condition of the form of the liberated. 

I 

12. Sankara takes ‘ g' ’ in the sense of in addition to 

‘ Jnsr )»Tt^ 5lfl[lJ7’'rg55raf«IBR As the 

latter or is not mentioned in the preceding Sutras, 

we do not think this addition can be justified on the ground 
of the context. Moreover ‘ g' ’ can have the sense of 
proper only if it occurs in the first Sutra of an Adbikarana 
e. gr., II. 2. 1, but when it occurs in a Sutra in the middle of 
an Adhikarana, it has the sense of the of the preceding 

arguments only. We propose ; to take it ( ) as an 
additional argument for so that 

and are both of them adjectives to the same thing 

viz., If we wish to distinguish between 

these two adjectives, we may say that refers 

to birth, death etc., and also to the relation of father and 
son, etc., while * ’ refers to only ‘ the impossibility 

of change ‘ or ’ changelessness This changelessness is 
proved by the mentioned in Srutis. Sankara explains 

as existence instead of as continuation and having taken 
‘ ’ in the above sense, he explains ‘ as ‘ 

We think means continuance or abiding 

’ state and therefore it is an argument against or change. 

According to Sankara, Sutra 18 explained the 
of Brahman and Sutra 19 explains the of Brahman; 
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thus he seeks to prove his doctrine of and forms 

of Brahman from these Sutras. And the purpose of the 
reference to in Sutra 19 is given by Sankara in 

the following words “ »T ^ 

51^ sTcT^ 

?flf €S5?Ui;^l ” We think, we cannot interpret the Sutra in 
such a way as it would be necessary to add all these sentences 
to make its meaning and purpose clear. 

Sutra 20 

13. The Sruti shows that the form of the released soul is 
changeless and devoid of the dealings of the world. In the 

latter case the By. Upa. Sruti ( Bf. Upa. IV. 3. 22 ) quoted 
by us under Sutra 17 may be meant by the Sutrakara. 

14. — The Smrti also shows that the form of the 
released soul is changeless and abiding. A Smyti text like 
the following may be referred to by this Sutra: — 

(1) ^ TR 5ETt^rn»r?n5 1 

^ ii Bha. Gi. XIV. 2. 

(2) iTfgqR g jt ( Bha. Gi. VIII. 16 ). 

15. Sankara quotes Sruti and Smrti texts which, he says, 

show that the Supreme Light is not subject to change. But 
his quotations state that no i^^rrs like are present 

in rather than that, a§r is without f^sRK. The latter 

type of Sruti isj quoted by Sankara under Sutra 19. 

Sutra 21 

16. As g" shows, this Sutra is the last argument for 

and It is the last Sutra in the 

Adhikarana. 

17. The form of the released soul is not subject to change 
and is devoid of the worldly dealings, because the only point 



Bba. S«. IV. 4 . ir»21 


455 


of similarity between that form and his form in this world is 
that of enjoyment of desired objects. There is a Sruti text 
about this. This may be a reference to such a Sruti as 

I ( Tai. Upa. II. 1 ). These 
Srutis show that the soul in liberation is an enjoyer just as 
he is in this world. There are no Srutis showing that the 

does any actions in except those of enjoyment, 

without is the nature of QtR:. 

18. jTtsf — This word is used to exclude the soul in 

liberation being an agent ( ) or a sufferer of sins etc., as 

he is in this world. He is only a without being a 

in the state of liberation. As he is not a he does not 
undergo birth and death. 

19. In Bra. Su. III. 3. 51 ( ;;r 

) it is proved that is the 

20. According to Sankara Sutra 20 shows 

but Sutra 21 is meant to prove that the meditators 
on ^syjT do not gain unlimited lordship by giving a 
reference to a Sruti about the similarity of those who attain 
to ^r?pir sifT^ with in the point of only. But he does 
not quote any such Sruti. He draws his conclusion on the 
strength of a Sruti which, he says, distinguishes between the 
goal and |sg^. We think, there is no mention of 
|s«?: in this Adhikarana and the «Tt»Tlira'*5TI=t^ between the soul 
in this world and in the state of liberation is meant here. 
There is no mention also of in this Adhikarana, 

as also of 
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Non-Return of the Released Soul. 

Sutra IV. 4. 22 


TRANSLATION 

Non-return, from the word; Non-retum, frot" 
the Word. 
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NOTES 


Sutra 22 

1. We think, this Sutra is not connected with the preceding 
Sutra, because there is a gr in the preceding Sutra and there 
is no g" in this Sutra. So this Sutra forms a new Adhikarana. 

2. As in other Sutras, is used here in the sense of 
Sruti. It is clearly a reference to such Srutis as ( 1 ) 

5T ^ ( Cha. Upa. VIII. 15. 1 ), ( 2 ) 

srraT^insii ( Cha. XJpa. V. 15. 6 ), 

and (3) g 3ri?:T^f%r: ( By. Upa. VI. 2. 15). These Srutis show 
that those who reach the Para do not return to this world. 

3. Saiikara does not make a new Adhikarana of this 
Sutra. He realizes that the topic of the preceding Sutras, as 
interpreted by him is inconsistent with this Sutra. So he 
reconciles that topic by saying 

gfotcTJq; “ ( Bra. Su. IV. 3. lO ). 

We think it is impossible that this Sutra ( IV. 4. 22 ) is 
meant to be connected with Bra. Su. IV. 3. 10. Moreover, we 
have already shown that the latter Sutra is a The 

Sutra seems to mention the non-return of those who reach the 
highest goal possible. To us, it seems that though the goal 
is Brahman, the Sutrakara takes and gfg as 

consistent with that goal, and consequently he mentions 
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' By the Same Author, 

L Aksara: A Forgotten Chapter in the History of Indian 
Philosophy. 1932. I^s. 5/- 

Contenfcs— This is the thesis presented hy Dr, Modi for the Ph. 
D. Degree in the University of Kiel, 

This is a though t-provoking work. Dr. Modi has traced the theory 
of ' Aksara ’ from the earliest Upanisads iipto the times of the 
Vedantasutras. He starts with a comparative table setting forth the 
meanings attributed by Indian acaryas and Western translators to 
^ aksara ^ in the eleven passages of the Bhagavadgifca where it ocenrs 
in a philosophical sense. He shows how the Chandogya and Brhada- 
ranyaka, the early prose Upanisads, speak of both aksara (impersonal 
Absolute) and pnrnsa (personal absolute) and how they are not con- 
cerned to decide whether the final reality is personal or impersonal. 
He then proceeds to the earlier metrical Upanisads (like the Kajha 
and Muiidaka) and holds that they placed ^mriisa higher than aksara, 
that both were regarded as the goals and both were styled vidyds. 
The nest stage is reaehed in the Bhagavadgita which accepts the 
distinction between aksara and purnsa taught by the earlier metrical 
Upanigads and also says that purusa is beyond ( ) aksara. The 
Gita develops the theory that meditation on puruSa is preferable to 
that on akSara^ because the former is easier than the latter; and the 
Gita says that purusa presides over aksara which is the abode {dhd- 
man), Gita identifies Krsna with purusa and is always carelul not 
to identify purusa with brahman which is identified with aksara. The 
Gita teaches three paths of absolution, fche Sdnkhya, Yoga and 27jpa- 
sand or bhaUi and that aksara or puiusa can be reached by anyone 
of these paths. SJiikhya and Yoga in the Gita mean respective 
‘renunciation" (with knowledge) and "path of actions^ (with knowledge). 
They are not two steps on the same path (as SafikarScarya says) but 
two paths to either of the two goals, viz, aksara and puruja ^The 
learned author' then examines the twelfth ‘parvetn of the Mahabharata 
and finds that therein the tenets of four different schools are set out, 
vw. the Aupanisadas (chap. 182-25S), the Safikhya (chap. 302-S17), 
Yoga (chap. 308) and Pancaratra (chap, 334-352). Dr. Modi takes great 



2 


pains bo poinb out how bhe Sankhja in the Mahabharata differs from 
the classical Sankhya^ how both Hopkins and Deussen are wrong in 
their interpretation of chap. 308, how bhe Mahabharata mentions two 
schools of Yoga, one founded by Hiranyagarbha and the other by 
Rudra. He states that the Pahcaratra school in the Mahabharata 
completely identifies aksara and pnrnsa under bhe name of Narayana, 
that according to that school the supreme Reality is possessed of 
contradictory attributes. Dr, Modi then comes to the treatment of 
aksara in the Brahmasutras. He believes (p. 92) that he has discovered 
the key to the elucidation of that somewhat abstruse and recondite 
work. According bo Dr. Modi, the Sutrakara discriminates between 
aksara and purusa and the most striking feature in the subrakara’s 
view of the Highest Being {para) is the systematic and rational 
interpretation which he gives for the first time in the history of 
Indian Philosophy to the twofold contradictory statements regarding 
bhe attributes the supreme one. 

The author of the Brahmasutras, according bo Dr, Modi, does not 
regard aksara as lovfer than purusa but rather treats the two as 
identical and holds that the distinction made between the two in some 
tests is for the purpose of meditation only and that bhe same Sup- 
reme Being called para is to be meditated upon as akSara or purusa. 
Thus though aksara taught in* the ancient Upanisads and the Gita 
is still recognisable even in Badarayana’s siitias, even the traces ©f 
aksara disappear in the work of Sankaricarya, the renowned successor 
of Badarayana, It is hence that Dr. Modi describes the history of 
aksara as a forgotten chapter." 

+ + + 

( Prom a review of the work in the Journal of the B. B. E. A. S. 
by MahSmahopadhaya P. V. Kane ). 

SOME OPINIONS. 

Sir S. Radhakrishnan, Vice-Chancellor, Benares Hindu'University, 
Benares: — It is a piece of sound and careful scholarship. I believe 
there is a great need for such intensive scholarship on such topics 
in Indian Philosophy, and trust that you will continue your work in 
this subject. 
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Prof, pr, W. Schubring, Altona--Klein Flottbek, Qeriwaiiy : — 

ine hearfcijj congratulate you for having thrown light, in a most 
scientific manner, on an untrodden path in the field of Indian 
thought., .Certainly German scientific method has influenced the inter- 
nal and technical side of your working out your thesis. But I am 
sure that’ few places only are fit to preserve', that spirit equally well as 
Bhavnagar is, renowned as it is for its religious and literary atmos- 
phere. A few days^ stay in your place early in 1928 belongs to my 
finest Indian recollections. 

Prof. M, Hiriyanna, Mysore University, Mysore^ — I have read 
the thesis and I find that though it modestly claims to treat only of 
the history of a single conception, it deals with practically all the 
important problems raised in early Indian philosophy. I think that 
several of your conclusions will be acceptable bo many. But even 
those that disagiee will readily admit the value of your discussions 
of the details bearing upon these topics. In this respect, the chapter 
on the Mah^bharafca is very useful; and I can easily understand the 
trouble it must have cost you to put into shape the teaching of the 
Moksa-'dharma with its vague and elusive terminology. 

A. Berridate Keith, University of Edinburgh ^ — I have read it 
with tne interest which attaches to any serious effort to reconsbruct 
the evolution of Indian philosophy. I recognise the care which yon 
have devoted to the topic. 

Prof P. W. Thomas, Oxford University, [Oxford: — I think that 
you have discovered a new topic in early Indian philosophy and have 
shed light upon some of the most difficult points in its history. 

Dr. H. Ui, Seminary of Indian Philosophy, The Tokyo Imperial 
University, Japan :~You have done much to puzzle out one of the 
metaphysical terms of the Gita and give us many valuable informa- 
tions in the field of Indian Philosophy; your view and interxjretations 
concerning the passages quoted through the work are on the whole 
interesting and acceptable. I would recommend your work to my 
fellow studenjjs in this country. 

K. P> Jayaswal, Patna i-“*-Youi' treatment is remarkable. You 
have successfully given the exact connotation of aksara. I hope, yon 
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will similarly inferepret other terms whiclt"are taken by the tikS^karas 
as loose expressions. 

PTof* R, O, Kaimiairkar, Poonak^-I think, it is a valuable piece 
of research. 

Dr. Laxman Sarup, Punjab University, Lahore : — I am very much 
impressed with the maturity of the spiiit in the work of so young 
a scholar. 

Profr Dr. M. Winternitsj Prague, Czechoslovakia: — I can see that 
it is a highly valuable contribution to the history of Indian Philosophy. 
The method of your investigation seems to me very recommendable. 
There is certainly no other way to get at the bottom of Indian 
Philosophical terminology. If you can destroy the impression of 
vagueness which we so often have of the Sanskrit terms, not only in 
Bhagvadglta b^t also else-where, you will have done great service 
indeed to Indological Research. 

Prof« Kokileshwar Shastri, Calcutta--! have been struck with 
the admirable learning and the thorough grasp. ...You possess a deep 
penetrating insight and a devotedness to independence of thought 

Mahamahopadhyaya P, V. Kane, M« A., L. L. M,, writes in the 
Journal of the Bombay Branch, Royal Asiatic Society, Vol. 9» 1933: — 

This is a thought-provoking work. Dr. Modi ... displays learning, 
industry and acuteness. He is not afraid of differing from such great 
Savants as Prof, Hopkins, Dr. Deussen and very often crosses swords 
with them, 

Bharatan Kumarappa, Nasik Road Central Prison: — I am greatly 
impressed by the critical method that he brings to bear on his subject. 
I am convinced that such efforts as that of Dr, Modi to throw 
light on the terminology of the ancient texts are most necessary^ 
and yet upto now altogether neglected. I do hope Dr. Modi will 
continue to do more such work. 

I am surprised that within the two years he spent Jn Germany, 
he has been able bo obtain full hold of the German method in' the 
study of ancient texts^ and has applied it so efficiently. I congratulate 
him on this. 
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Prof. A. K. TrivedI, Senior Professor of Philosophy, Baroda 
College: — Dr. Modi, has, with a freshness of outlook and impartiality 
and intellectual courage, tried to throw new light and offered his 
synthesis in the matter of the history of the alcsma-i^wiisa concep- 
tion. His documentation is exact and his investigation as thorough 
as original. His thesis is a most valuable contribution fco Indian 
dars'anic investigations. 

Principal Oopinath Kaviraj, Government Sanekrit College, Bena- 
res* — I have been highly impressed with the scholarly and cidtical 
nature of the treatment you have accorded to an almost neglected 
problem in the history of Indian philosophy, 

' Prof. Dr. Sten Konow, Oslo:*—! have read it with great interest 
and admiration of your earnest and penetrating exposition of the 
problem. You have chosen a very important subject for your disser- 
tation, and I hope that you will, as you indicate, return to it in 
greater breadth. 


2. Translation of the Siddhantabinda. Rs. 5/- 

Coiitents—This work is an interpretation and translation of the 
Siddhantabindu, the well-known commentary on Sankaricarya^s 
Das'as'loki, by Madhusndana Sarasvati, for which the author was 
given the Sujha Gokulji Jhala Vedanta Prize (1921) in a competition 
among graduates of any Indian University of any years^ standing. 

The translation itself contains (1) marginal summaries, (2) 
analytical headings, (3) statements of Query (pwvapahsa) and De- 
termination ( siddhanta explanatory foot-notes. The arguments 

and conclusions are properly numbered and divided. The Introduction 
of 54 pages deals with the life, literary activity, and doctrinal attitude 
of Madhusndana. The appendices give critical and historical details 
connected with the text and discuss Madhusudana^s conception of 
bhahti or devotion as a means to salvation and the important differ- 
ences between him and Sankara on this point. In fact they present 
an analysis of Madhusudana^s Bhaktirasayana^ 
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Rev. Fr* R. Zimtnermann, Bombay :-'Prof, ModPs translation and 
inteiprefcation shows a happy entente cordiale between East and 
West The monograph is a fine specimen of work done and promise 
for the future. 

Prof. A. B. Keith, University of Edinburgh’* — 1 cordially agree 
with Prof. Zimmermann's appreciation of its merits. 

Prof. Franklin Edgerton, Yale University, America: — ...I found 
Madhnsudana very difficult and am sure your translation of his work 
will be useful. 

Prcf. Hermann Jacobi, Bonn: — I admire your thorough know- 
ledge and masterly treating of so intricate a subject, and am sure 
that you are the most competent interpreter of Madhnsudana Sara- 
swati's Philosophical writings and ideas. 


3. A Critique of the Brahmasutra : Part 1. 

Interpretation of the Sutras (IILS. 11-IV). Rs. 121-^ 

Prof M. Hiriyanna, Mysore University, Mysore: — ^It is a care- 
ful and minute study of the Vedantsutra that we have here. The 
numerous discussions in it as well as the conclusions reached through 
them will be of immense value in reconstructing the early history of 
Indian Philosophy, and I hope that the book will receive from the 
scholars the close attention which it deserves. 

Sir S. Radhakrishnan, V^ice»ChanceIlor, Benares Hindu Univer- 
sity, Benares: — have now read through parts of the proofs you were 
good enou'gh to send me, and I congratulate you on the courage, con- 
viction and ability with which you have carried out a gi^eat task. 

Prof. S. N* Dasgupta, King George V. Professor of Mental and 
Moral Science, Calcutta University, Calcutta : — Dr Modi has done 
an inestimable service in attempting a critical study of at least a 
part of the Brahmsutras ... He ha,s practically succeeded in evolving 
a scheme, a sort of critical apparatus, which may bo successfully 
applied to the Brahmasutras to make them yield their own meaning. 
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), ( ^lafl snl^fn 
ih %l>lilHi oi4i=i ). 

M(^lcMl 3iiHlg;2--cl^t^‘ ’iWS Mcr^' §. ^ <Hi={l jy^’ 't^ 3i>l. ... 

&1&1 "1% <v ^iMl. *Hl atlMil siM'll Hl^ clH^ 

^ d. 

^<VJiW iWWl, RHHSIHU, ^>[1^^: ^l. 

5^. M. «il:%,tl— SMPmS, ^(Icll, 4H rt^i §. v.. 

5ll. aHW«-^^U^ Hh' ” "Hi [&'-| ^■H''*ii ctr'il 

<ii ^i.>li^\ Oi?li^i w>i2p 3ic{i ^vA ^mui M'H'ni 

cIt^I \<»l h\^. ... R^ttl Ha’ »Hl >i^cli! 

^l. aH«irct^W ^<V5tlCl ^lll<V, aH>l4l<Hl^— SiMlHl 

0,'^ Mh' ^ ctT'HiJKAl ctx^lH:^ ^[?l-^^[rt-3Qctl-U=ll'^lfiAl 

idlhiR oHHRr^iCi AlRcft aHlM"-imi ant'll §, <v aHldSll iSAl aA-M 
liy JisyRldl U^clJr S,PJ AHI. ^1 ani =liai=ll<{l 

H^l «v Si^' AA «IIA 

HiKs yiHt'-H s/Aftl^ [^'•| Hn'^’ 

»<9,' ••• “HWil AlAl JiMiHl Ri'-C HAH 

RtlH^ «y^lA R|ct in! f^AlH aniMl Iqi^’ a.l<3-Hl« ^ik Slil =HH<V 


5 . Bhagavadgita with Sankara’s Commentary. A New Approach. 

In Two Parts. ( In the Press ). 

OontenlS — The texts of the original work and the commentary 
are properly analysed and their contents classified. Summaries in 
English of the topics discussed at length by Sankara are given in the 
foot-notes, Tlie Notes include an exhaustive criticism of the interpretati- 
ons of the Gita by Saiikara, Eamanuja, Madhusudana, Deussen, Garbe, 
Eudolph Otto, Edgerton,Hilt, Barnett, Sir E. Bhandarkar, Prof. Belvalkar, 
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0. V. Vaidya, Sir ,8. Eadhakrislinaii, Prof. S. N, Dasgupba, Tilak, 
Aurobindo Ghosh, Jhanesbwara, and many others. 

The author’s own interpretation and contribution to the Gita 
studies are that each Adhyaya of the Gita is an independent unit 
and presents one particular process of achieving Yoga “Equality of 
Mind in the Success or Failure of One’s Undertakings. ” He further- 
holds that the philosophical thoughts in each Adhyiya are peculiar 
to it only and that no single so called System was intended to be 
given by the author of the Gita. 

Prof. M. Hiriyanna, Mysore University, Mysore — I have now 
read the Note; and it seems to me that your conclusion, viz., that 
though the Gita is generally heterogeneous in its character, it uniform- 
ly commends disinterested action, is well warranted. 




